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Abstract:  
 
Since 1957 European Schools have provided primary and secondary education to the children of 
civil servants working for the European Communities. Under an intergovernmental umbrella, 
these schools have implemented a specific educational framework with a highly supranational 
vocation. For the first time in 2009 the system adopted a reform to open up this type of 
schooling and the European Baccalaureate to other pupils across Europe.  
 
The process involved different institutional actors with separate motivations. This thesis is a 
policy analysis of the consequent opening up of the system, presented primarily as a document-
based study. It builds on previous academic research about the evolution and European essence 
of the system.  
 
The thesis shows that the breadth of the opening up is determined by the structure of the system, 
the decision-making power held by each stakeholder, the ideological vision of the member 
states and the European institutions, and the economic costs.  
 
The 2009 reform provides the legal opportunity to spread, expand and popularize European 
schooling, but the system is already facing new challenges that could jeopardize this 
opportunity. The system is at a crossroads. Only a much more committed attitude from the 
stakeholders can deliver the desired results.   
 
The originality of this study lies in providing a coherent and concise assessment of the process, 
the outcome and the implications of the opening up of European Schools. The principal 
contribution is to explain why the reform happened. The evolution of European Schools is an 
example of the increasing global debate on legitimizing European politics. The thesis also 
reflects on the relation between education and social attitudes towards the European integration 
project.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
This introductory chapter presents the system of the European Schools and its particularities. It 
also lays down the general structure of the following chapters of the thesis.     
I first define the research topic by briefly presenting the educational system of European 
Schools (1). I then focus on the methodological issues that I have encountered during the 
research project (2). I present some of the references used regarding methodology. The third 
section is devoted to examining two of the key elements that are traditionally associated with 
European Schools: the elitist nature of the system, and its specific curriculum (3). I end the 
introduction by introducing the overall structure of the thesis (4).  
 
* 
1) RESEARCH TOPIC AND AIM  
 
What is a European School? 
The European Schools network is a particular educational system that has existed since the 
origins of the European Economic Community (EEC), in 1957. The system has its own rules in 
terms of enrolment, funding and management, as well as its own curriculum. The system is 
officially defined as an intergovernmental organisation, at the top of which lies the Board of 
Governors formed by the Ministers of Education of each member state of the European Union.  
 
The system was first created as an instrument to meet the needs of the civil servants working in 
Brussels for the then incipient EEC. The different actors involved (parents, institutions, and 
governments) reached the consensus that those particular children should have the opportunity 
to be educated in their mother tongue, as well as following the same standards enjoyed by their 
national classmates back in each country.  
 
In consonance with this instrumental vision of the schools, two-thirds of the funding has come 
traditionally from the institutions of the European Union. In 1994, when the Statutes of the 
Schools were reformed for the first time, the European Communities were responsible for 68% 
of the annual cost of the system (Swan, 1996, p.72). For the more recent period from 2005 to 
2011 the European Union has paid on average 56.5% of the annual cost of the system (General 
Secretary European Schools, 2011, p.15).  
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In terms of structure, the system has remained almost unchanged for four decades, maintaining 
an enrolment policy which gives priority to children of civil servants. Moreover, from the outset 
the system has offered its own school certificate, the European Baccalaureate, well-recognised 
across all the universities in the European Union (General Secretary European Schools, 2011, 
p.6).  
 
In 2009 the system undertook its most significant reform to date. The changes focused on three 
main thrusts: opening up  the system and  the European Baccalaureate to other pupils; reform of 
governance; and finally, cost sharing amongst the Member States (Board of Governors, 2009).  
 
The ‘opening up’  
The notion of opening up is the appellation that the Board of Governors has used in all the 
official documentation to refer to the first thrust of the reform of the European Schools. The 
thesis focuses primarily on this new policy.  
 
Behind the notion of opening up there are two clear and identifiable initiatives that are being 
gradually implemented and that constitute the basis of this study:  
 
a) Accreditation procedure 
The first initiative refers to the creation and consolidation of an accreditation procedure 
by which national schools can provide European schooling.  The national schools 
accredited are classified as European Schools Type II or III, while traditional European 
Schools are classified as Type I.  
The main difference between these three types of European Schools is that Type II and 
III are not intended to focus exclusively on the children of civil servants, but have been 
established to develop and spread European Schooling to the general population in 
Europe. The system of governance as well as the system of funding in Schools type II 
and III also differs from traditional European Schools type I.  
The main difference between type II and III is that a European School type II remains 
partly connected with the European Union in the sense that the School receives a 
proportional subsidy from the EU in proportion  to the number of children of civil 
servants attending. In contrast, type III European Schools are in no way connected with 
European institutions - except for the fact that it is the Board of Governors that passes 
an agreement with the School to certify that the establishment will offer European 
Schooling.  
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b) Expansion of the European Baccalaureate 
The second initiative linked with the policy of opening up involves the transformation 
of the European Baccalaureate. Type II and type III Schools would have the possibility 
of offering the same final certificate as European Schools type I. This certificate is 
recognised in all European universities.  
 
Both the system of accredited Schools and the process of widening access to the European 
Baccalaureate are built on the idea that the whole system shares a common pedagogical ethos. 
The opening up is based on the idea that the notion of European schooling is a particular, 
exportable and replicable type of education. This principle is currently organised through a 
centralised system that gives the Board of Governors the monopoly for setting, correcting and 
adapting the common criteria of evaluation. Such criteria were established in 2005 and are 
updated periodically (Board of Governors, 2005b).  
 
Aim of the research    
The central research question that I intend to address is how far does the reform of the 
European Schools in 2009 fulfil the ambition for renewal and expansion of the system? The 
aim of the thesis is to examine the decision-making process leading to the 2009 Reform, and to 
question whether this new policy can be considered a driver for change, or on the contrary, a 
mere continuation of the current framework.  
 
In order to analyse the research question I focus on three different sub-questions.  
 
The first explores the rationale and motivations behind the strategy of opening up the system. I 
am principally interested in analysing how the different actors positioned themselves during the 
process; as such positions indicate how this particular educational system is perceived by the 
political stakeholders. Related to this first point I will concentrate on the following sub-
question: Which institution led the process and how much power does each institution have to 
influence the current European decision-making system?  
 
The second sub-question explores in detail the so-called accreditation procedure. I am interested 
in analysing the different steps of the process. Between 2005 and 2013 nine different schools 
started the accreditation procedure. Some of these schools signed the accreditation agreement 
even before the official reform of 2009 was passed. Regarding this particular issue I will 
concentrate on answering the question of how the so-called ‘accreditation procedure’ works 
and what are the main challenges regarding the procedure? 
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The third sub-question that I will address focuses on what factors motivated the launch of the 
process, and how central were the specific arguments linked with pro-European values? I 
consider that the topic offers the opportunity to contribute to the academic debate surrounding 
the current evolution of European integration. Some theoretical bridges can be built between the 
opening up of European Schools and the question of the philosophical and historical role of 
education in creating political and civic identities. The question of identity and political 
affiliation at the European level is particularly relevant when addressing, for example, the 
assumption that nowadays the European Union is facing a crisis of legitimacy (see for instance 
Collignon, 2006). In this thesis I concentrate on offering a policy analysis, but some of the 
issues are examined from a theoretical and historical point of view.  
 
What I do not intend to do in the thesis is to concentrate on the discussion around the 
‘European’ nature of the system. Previous research has been already conducted about that 
(Savvides, 2009a). Also, I do not intend to offer a final assessment of the opening up of the 
system.  
 
The study aims to present the specific policy of opening up, to offer an initial assessment of the 
potential weaknesses, and to describe the nature of the different motivations involved in the 
process. I plan to do that by linking the evolution of European Schools with the parallel debate 
about the role of the European Union in the field of Education.  
 
I approach this topic with a particular interest in three fields: citizenship, European integration 
and educational policy development. I try to connect these three different areas by suggesting 
that a policy reform cannot be understood simply as a logical or rational development. On the 
contrary, it represents a highly politicised outcome influenced by the context. I have been 
primarily interested in focusing on the factors that influence such processes by making reference 
repeatedly to three elements:  
 
• the balance of powers and competences – and the resulting competition and negotiations 
between the actors involved 
• the incentives and disincentives – economical, operational 
• but most of all, the context and the political salience of an issue, which are the factors 
that create a window of opportunity for policy reform 
 
Such an approach remains very close to the academic literature that cannot conceive educational 
policy reform without the context in which it takes place. Ben-Peretz (2009, p.113-4) and Levin 
(1998, p.137-8) have explained this with an appropriate metaphor: the spread of a disease. The 
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range and virulence of an epidemic depends both on the environment and the nature of the 
individuals that will be in contact with it. In that sense, a policy reform will greatly depend not 
only on the social and political context at a given time, but also on the individuals setting the 
agenda and advocating to create the most favourable conditions. My interest in those 
‘individuals’ appears clearly across this study. An entire chapter is devoted to the priorities that 
each stakeholder has, as well as showing the potential interdependence, concordance or frontal 
opposition between those positions.  
 
Also, the relevance that I give to context partially addresses my personal interest in the reform 
of the European Schools. A researcher can be interested in the field in itself, but the simple fact 
that the European Schools have been confronted with a ‘reform’ in 2009 is indicative that 
something has fuelled such change. Political reforms (and more precisely educational reforms) 
do not happen only because there is a rational way to improve the effectiveness of a system. 
Reforms are fuelled by a vast number of factors, but in particular by what Grindle (2004, p.44) 
interestingly calls ‘political salience’:  
Rarely, however, do major policy reforms get on national political agendas 
simply because a good case can be made for their importance, because 
evidence accumulates about the deficiencies of the existing system, or because 
new ideas stimulate the interest in alternative ways of structuring and managing 
public responsibilities. Instead, almost always, problems become priorities on 
public agendas through political action (p.28) […] For reform to get on 
national political agendas for action, it must have political salience as an issue 
and influential voices to promote it (p.44) 
(Grindle, 2004, p.28, 44)   
 
The idea of ‘political salience’ as expressed by Grindle (2004) is another way to emphasize that 
policy cannot be understood as something neutral or purely technocratic. Bell (2006, p.9) is one 
of the most emphatic on this issue when he argues that policy is political, ‘it is about the power 
to determine what is done. It shapes who benefits, for what purpose and who pays. It goes to the 
very heart of educational philosophy – what is education for? For whom?’. This question is 
exactly what the European Parliament and the Board of Governors have been discussing over 
the reform of the European Schools. The intriguing part of the reform is, precisely, to 
understand why some actors ‘wanted’ the opening-up of this particular educational policy. 
Indeed, two of the general interrogations surrounding the process are who benefits from the 
opening-up? and what type of arguments the different stakeholders put forward? I devote   
chapter 4 to a discussion of these issues.  
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In the end, not surprisingly perhaps, the conclusions point very much to the idea put forward by 
Bell. Policy is political and this can take different forms, from the economical argument, to the 
more ideological or pro-European one.   
 
In the case of the European Schools the holistic approach put forward by Bell (op cit), Grindle 
(op cit), Ben-Peretz (op cit) and Levin (op cit) is particularly useful. Indeed, my own analysis 
tries to demonstrate that the reform of the European Schools is part of a bigger phase of the 
European integration process, where the intergovernmental and supranational voices are 
pugnaciously entering a critical battle. My objective has been to choose the most appropriate 
research methods and the theoretical frameworks that correspond with such ambition.   
 
2) METHODOLOGY AND STRUCTURE 
 
Documentary Research   
The process of mapping the documentation available about the research topic has a double 
purpose: on one hand it offers the possibility of reviewing systematically the information 
available and on the other it permits one to identify the documents that could be related with the 
more specific research questions. In the case of documentation relating to the European Schools 
the majority of relevant documents can be found online through the official website of the 
European Schools network. The rest of the pertinent documents needed to be acquired from 
official and non-official semi-restricted sources.  
 
The analysis of documents as one of the methods for doing research has its own particular 
historical evolution. Document-based studies have moved from being considered ‘essential 
ways of comprehending both people and the wider configurations around them’ (McCulloch, 
2004, p.16) to being regarded as ‘esoteric, dry and narrow (…) associated with the elite rather 
than with mass society’ (McCulloch, 2004, p.26). Documents have nowadays the reputation of 
being a superficial research method, without the capacity of understanding the nuances, the 
subjectivities, and the particularities of the issues studied.  
 
Yet, in the case of a policy research study such as the one I am presenting, documents can 
appear to be a crucial resource in terms of the messages they convey – or seek to convey. 
Because of the different official stakeholders involved, official documentation offers valuable 
insight about the source, the scope and the pattern of the policy (Gewirtz and Ozga, 1994, p.95-
6). 
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I am particularly aware of the need, as pointed out by Ozga (2000), to develop a critical capacity 
when doing qualitative policy research in the area of education, especially when the research 
methods involve a high reliance on official documentation.  
 
The thesis is intended as  a policy analysis of the reform of the European Schools. I approach 
the term ‘policy’ from Ozga’s perspective, when she defines the term ‘as a process rather than a 
product, involving negotiation, contestation or struggle between different groups who may lie 
outside the formal machinery of official policy making’ (Ozga, 2000, p.2).  
 
The broad, process-oriented definition of policy that I argue for is also helpful 
in making ‘policy research’ more accessible, because it extends the possibilities 
for research beyond the formal mechanisms of government –where access 
may be difficult, and beyond policy development at the macro system level. 
Policy research can be done within institutions or classrooms, as well as within 
local education authorities or government departures.  
[emphasis mine] 
(ibid)   
 
What Ozga is  arguing is that the ‘political’ side of education is not a monopoly of the state or 
policy-makers, but rather a process that involves everybody that chooses to develop a certain 
consciousness about the political issues that might be occurring in educational settings. That is 
also the aim of this project.   
 
As Gordon et al (1997, p.5) have pointed out, when doing a study on policy reform – and using 
relevant amounts of official documentation - there is a distinction to be made between  analysis 
for policy and analysis of policy.  
 
Analysis for policy  Analysis of Policy 
Policy Advocacy Information for 
Policy 
Policy monitoring 
and evaluation  
Analysis of 
policy 
determination 
Analysis of 
policy content 
(ibid)  
 
 This study represents clearly an analysis of policy. As explained before in this chapter, the 
objective is to focus on the policy process, explaining how and why the reform took a certain 
direction.  
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At the same time, there is also a clear focus on the analysis of policy content, trying to 
understand ‘the origin, intentions and operation of specific policies’ (Gordon et al, 1997, p.6). 
 
Regarding this distinction, Robert Cowen (Cowen, 2008, p.18) has carefully explained that the 
goal of the researcher that focuses on the context is not necessarily to influence the way 
educational policies are designed or implemented. On the contrary, the main approach is from a 
general perspective, trying to understand the overall process that leads to a certain outcome. Not 
surprisingly, the illustrations I use throughout the thesis come from a diverse range of social 
sciences, including history, sociology and political science.  
 
For this study I use Scott’s definition of documents as ‘physically embodied texts, where the 
containment of the text is the primary purpose of the physical medium’ (Scott, 1990, p.12-13). 
The way I approach this type of resource is to consider it as a useful mechanism for answering 
some of the research questions proposed. From that perspective, the theoretical attitude towards 
documents is interpretative, based on my own reading and analysis. For this study I am not 
interested in the way documents are written, or what they express in terms of specific values. 
Some academic schools, such as the post-structuralists, tend to study documents as a topic in 
itself. That is not my purpose here. To paraphrase an expression by Jupp and Norris (1993), my 
objective is to emphasize ‘what-is-said in these documents rather than why-is-the-content-like-
that’ (Jupp and Norris, 1993, p.41). The framework of analysis that I am focusing on is the 
‘manifest content’, i.e. all the visible information that is included in the documents (for more 
about the notion of ‘manifest content’ see for instance Prior, 2011).  
 
Yet, at the same time, when dealing with mainly official documentation, it is particularly 
necessary to acknowledge that documents are not automatically neutral, objective or 
representative, precisely because they express the position of a particular public institution. 
Official documents have to be assessed with particular care because they can contain an 
unspoken, unconscious or biased purpose.  
 
Moreover, I need to make a special effort in reading between the lines in order to understand not 
only what the document explains, but also the content that is implicitly emphasised within. The 
pertinence of choosing a research method such this one is precisely to find the narrative hidden 
in the official documentation, to guess and interpret the unspoken interests and values of the 
different actors involved, and to triangulate the different assumptions with the rest of the 
resources. My intention is to analyse documents in terms of what they tell us about the interests 
and viewpoints of the different institutional actors that were involved in the decision-making 
and policy-making of the opening up of European Schools.  
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Literature Review  
The purpose of undertaking a literature review is to assess what has already been investigated 
about a particular topic. I have approached this process following some of the tools used in 
systematic reviews. I have focused on some ‘clear and answerable review questions’ (rather 
than a topic), with the objective of elaborating a synthesis that could be replicated and updated 
in the future (Newman, 2011).  
  
I have concentrated on answering two review questions. The first one is how the European 
Schools system functions? The second one is how the literature conceptualises the broader 
connection between European integration and the role of education?  
 
When reviewing the literature for this particular study, I believe that the following elements 
need to be taken into consideration.  
 
Firstly, that very little time has passed since the 2009 Reform. This circumstance implies a 
small period of time for the academic environment to produce an extensive amount of 
knowledge about the topic of study. The positive note is that the ideas that were officially 
implemented in 2009 were already being discussed in the early 2000s, allowing a broader period 
for the review.  
 
Secondly, the nature of the European Schools system implies that I am studying a system with 
its own particularities. Historically the Schools have focused on a very narrow segment of 
society – i.e. the children of civil servants working for the European Union. This specialisation 
might have encouraged attitudes of mistrust and disinterest towards the system, both from a 
broad public perspective, as well as from a more academic point of view.  
 
Thirdly, European Schools are quite particular in terms of academic research because they mix 
two fields that usually do not go together: education and Europe. In practice, the system of 
European Schools remains an exception in the world of primary and secondary education. These 
fields are still dominated by national policy-makers. There are only very few educational 
systems where the decision-making process does not originate at the regional or national level. 
Moreover, the literature focusing on European Education and transnational education has been 
traditionally more interested in higher education (see for example Nóvoa and Lawn (2002), 
which includes different chapters written by some of the prominent experts in this field).  
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Finally, for this specific study I have concentrated on the literature written in English. 
Undoubtedly, the review could be improved by assessing the existing literature in other 
languages, in particular in French (since the vast majority of the European Schools are located 
in Belgium).   
 
For all the reasons discussed above the literature review has been challenging. The amount of 
knowledge produced in academia about the particular topic I am presenting is not abundant. On 
the other hand, this situation provides a significant opportunity to contribute to the wider 
research literature. I have approached different sources in order to search for all the relevant 
literature, including an in-depth search of library catalogues, online catalogues, conference 
papers and journals. For a topic like this one, with a relatively scarce background literature, the 
snowball technique and the method of cross-referencing have been particularly useful to find 
new references. 
3) THE QUESTION OF POLITICISATION AND ELITISM 
 
A system of ‘political schools’? 
 
Educated side by side, untroubled from infancy by divisive prejudices, 
acquainted with all that is great and good in the different cultures, it will be 
borne in upon them as they mature that they belong together. Without ceasing 
to look to their own lands with love and pride, they will become in mind 
Europeans, schooled and ready to complete and consolidate the work of 
their fathers before them, to bring into being a united and thriving 
Europe. 
[emphasis mine] 
 
Those words have been sealed into the foundation stones of each European School (Swan, 
1996). They reveal the circumstances for the genesis of the system in the late 1950s. European 
Schools were founded on two different bases: on one hand to answer a functional need 
regarding the civil servants of the European Communities and on the other to promote a 
political ideal, which at that time was taking the form of the early European integration.   
 
The Schools were at their beginning a project that was supposed to solve a practical problem: to 
offer to the children of European civil servants an education allowing them to remain connected 
(linguistically, culturally, pedagogically and emotionally) with their countries and cultures of 
origin. While pursuing this objective, the founders of the system also aimed, in the words of the 
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historian Desmond Swan: ‘to extend the formal education of the young beyond the arena of the 
nation state, whose moral, political and cultural well-being were hitherto both its source and 
service, and to locate it in a higher plane of supranational culture and consciousness; not to 
supplant but to supplement local and national identities with a European one’ (Swan, 1996, 
p.30).  
 
During the last 50 years the European Schools have evolved following these two objectives, 
becoming both a system where individual national heritages are considered an essential 
component to be promoted and protected, but at the same time a laboratory designing 
educational practices in order to create young Europeans, both in terms of civic values, as well 
as in terms of academic and professional training.  
 
With such goals, the rhetoric surrounding the Schools has been prominently in favour of 
European integration, sometimes even projecting the image of a value-oriented system pursuing 
politicised goals. Tom Hoyem, for instance, a former Headmaster of the European School in 
Culham and later in Karlsruhe, asserted during the 40th anniversary of the system that the 
Schools were political schools. ‘Do not be ashamed to say it loud. We teach new Europeans for 
a new Europe’ (Hoyem, 1993, p.122). In another article, published in 1988, Hoyem expressed a 
similar idea with different words: ‘a European School teacher without pride in Europe, and 
passion and enthusiasm for Europe, is unable to fulfil the requirements of the job’ (Hoyem, 
1988, p.20).  
 
Hoyem has not been the only one to sustain the idea that European Schools should promote pro-
European attitudes. On the contrary, throughout the years policy-makers and Members of the 
European Parliament have defended the same strategy, synthesised in 1988 by then MEP Ellest 
with the following statement: ‘the European Schools are the blue-print for a future education 
system for all Europeans. It is incumbent upon all involved in them, therefore, to ensure that 
they take the lead and set the standards’ (Ellest, 1988, p.79).  
 
Despite this recurrent discourse there is an essential impossibility when trying to translate into 
practice what Hoyem defended with such passion. Savvides summarised it quite clearly in 2006 
by arguing that it is particularly difficult to evaluate how the Schools implement such ‘political’ 
objectives ‘since there is “no working definition” of “European identity” that teachers could use 
as a basis to work towards’ (Savvides 2006, p.124). Based on the interviews that she conducted 
with several teachers when undertaking her PhD research, Savvides concluded that the staff of 
the European Schools had ‘different understandings about what “European identity” means and 
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entails, and some teachers honestly admit they do not fully understand and cannot define the 
concept’ (Savvides 2006, p.125).  
 
The inconclusive but nonetheless widespread debate that exists surrounding the question of 
‘what is Europe’, and ‘what it means to be ‘European’ is particularly relevant when assessing 
the supposed ‘political’ nature of the European Schools. It is necessary to recognize that despite 
the possible political goals of the European Schools, there is no straightforward answer to the 
question of what makes the European Schools and their educational system more ‘European’ 
than the rest of the European educational systems, in the same way that there is not a unique 
answer to the questions of defining Europe and Europeanness.  
 
An elitist educational system at the heart of the European Union?  
Jacques Delors, the former president of the European Commission, once called the European 
Schools a sociological and pedagogical laboratory (Delors, 1993). Indeed, the most common 
adjectives used in the literature to refer to European Schools are those of pioneering and 
experimental.  
 
As noted by Finaldi-Baratieri (2000), this conception of the European Schools as being special 
presupposes a certain leading-role, which goes beyond the official functional mission of the 
Schools (Finaldi-Baratieri, 2000, p.37). The perception of being the leaders for ‘Europeanness’ 
might appear contradictory when considering the schools’ exclusive enrolment policy. The 
system has been a selective scheme for forty years, with admissions criteria that are mainly 
professional and –consequently - socio-economical in nature. In essence, the way in which the 
Schools are organised can give the impression that the benefits they bring to society as a whole 
are indeed very narrow.   
 
Different academics who have looked at the European Schools (including both the enthusiasts 
and the critics, such as Swan, 1996; Finaldi-Baratieri, 2000; Savvides 2006, 2009b; Shore and 
Finaldi, 2005) all agree that one of the main limits of the system is a sort of ‘elitism’. In 
consonance, the Schools have always had an image of a closed environment, where the 
curricular organization is especially demanding too, proving more suitable for academically 
gifted children (Olsen, 2000, p.41).  
 
Regarding the elitist character of the Schools, a fiercer criticism has been presented by Finaldi-
Baratieri. In a paper in 2000 she argued that ‘there is a clear attempt by EU functionaries, 
through all the values and skills that the European Schools give, to reproduce themselves as a 
class across generations’ (op cit, p.45). Related to this particular point, in 2007 the European 
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Parliament requested an extensive analysis of the academic and professional careers of the 
European Schools’ graduates (European Commission, 2007).  
 
The report showed that 7% of the graduates from the European Schools started a career at one 
of the European institutions, despite the fact that 68% of the graduates’ families belonged to the 
so-called category I (civil servants). If we take into account the whole pupil population, the 
average percentage of the total number of graduates that start a career as an EU civil servant is 
4.76%. Such data could be used in either direction, both when assuming that 4.76% of 
professional reproduction in a particularly privileged milieu is a large percentage, but it could 
also prove that a professional reproduction of 4.76% is similar to other professions. In any case 
what the report does establish  is that this particular criticism, stating that the European Schools 
led to a definite reproduction of civil servants, is not clear-cut, and needs to be nuanced.  
 
In that sense the elitist critique is more linked with the fact that some of the traditional European 
Schools still have more than 90% of the pupil population coming from the same family 
background, i.e. European civil servants. In the case of the European Schools located in 
Brussels and Luxembourg the demand from Category I children (children of professionals 
working for EU institutions) is higher than the number of places available, provoking even 
further restrictions to pupils from other categories (I examine this issue in detail throughout the 
thesis).  
 
Former pupils have often summed up the ‘elitist’ feature of the schools in a very convincing 
way. Mark Leonard, for example, a former pupil at the School in Uccle and currently Director 
of the prestigious European Council for Foreign Relations in London, when he was interviewed 
for the paper published by Shore and Finaldi in 2005, described his experience at the European 
School as follows:  
if you read some of this rhetoric, it is about creating ‘European citizens’, but 
there is no content to European citizenship. What the European Schools do is 
something a lot healthier, which is to create very mongrelised national citizens. 
They do eat up more of your life than other schools. In terms of drawbacks, 
I think the main one is that you become socialised, but it is very much 
within an elite group (…). The main problem is that you are surrounded by 
very privileged people. It’s also very ‘white’, because it’s the EU (…).  
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But I can’t think of anywhere I would rather have gone to school in terms of the 
educational experiences. I’ve got better educational experience than any of my 
peers  
[Emphasis mine] 
(op cit, p.37)  
 
Another pupil, Julia Galaski, who graduated in the mid-2000s from one of the Brussels Schools, 
expressed a similar opinion about the ‘exclusiveness’ of the system in an article published in the 
pedagogical bulletin of the Schools: ‘The European School proved to be a closed milieu (…) 
The openness that they taught us seemed suddenly to turn against us: we were only practicing 
such openness in our establishment, in the outside it was only a theory’1 (Galaski, 2005, p.40). 
Despite her criticism of the Schools environment Galaski also ends like Mark Leonard with a 
positive note about her educational experience: ‘The European School has been for me a unique 
experience and I don’t have any type of regret (…) The result is that I define myself by 
opposition; in France I feel German, in Germany I answer with the European identity. Shyly 
yes, but proudly’2 (ibid).  
 
One of the crucial reasons for the exclusive character of the Schools is precisely that they are 
legally based on their functional mission. The regulations of the system state that ‘the setting-up 
of a European School is (…) justified only when it is vital to ensure the optimum operation of 
an essential Community [European Union] activity’ (Board of Governors, 2000b, p.6). In that 
sense the criteria for opening new Schools are not easily met, and the final decision depends 
always on the willingness of the member states to initiate the process (Board of Governors, 
2000b). 
 
Throughout the years there have been numerous cases where such conditions, even if 
particularly restrictive, have been met and yet new schools have not been opened, particularly in 
cities other than Brussels and Luxembourg. The decision to open a new school remains mainly a 
political decision. The power to establish new European Schools is a formal and exclusive 
competence that only the member states and their national governments have. In other words, 
the European institutions and the management bodies of the European Schools do not have the 
capacity to open and extend the system: ‘the proposal that a European School be set up on the 
                                                          
1
 From the original in French: ‘L’École Européenne s’est avérée être un milieu extrêmement fermé (…) L’ouverture 
que l’on nous a enseigné semble tout d’un coup se tourner contre nous : elle ne se fait plus qu’au sein de 
l’établissement, à l’extérieur elle devient théorique’.  
2
 From the original in French: ‘L’école européenne a pour moi été une expérience unique que je ne regrette pour rien 
au monde (…) Le résultat est que je me définie par opposition ; c’est en France que je me sens allemande, en 
Allemagne je réponds avec l’identité européenne. Timidement certes, mais avec fierté’.  
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territory of a Member State is initiated by the State in question’ (Board of Governors, 2000b, 
p.6).  
 
In all cases, it is interesting to note that national governments and local authorities have a priori 
two significant arguments not to encourage the expansion of the system. First is the political 
argument. Education has been for years one of the keystones of the construction, consolidation 
and reproduction of national and regional affiliation. Member states and policy-makers would 
not necessarily see it as a positive development if they were pushed to lose such power. The 
second argument is founded on economic reasons since ‘the construction of school buildings is 
the responsibility of the government of the country in which the School is situated. No rent is to 
be paid for these buildings’ (Board of Governors, 2010b).  
 
Despite the elitist reputation of the system, it is significant to note that some of the figures 
involved in the system have been arguing actively for the expansion and popularisation of the 
system. Former headmasters have for a long time echoed the famous proposal of Mr Van 
Houtte, one of the founders of the system, calling repeatedly for the establishment of a School 
in every capital of the Union (Jonckers, 2000, p.48; Van Houtte, 1978; Swan 1996, p.114).  
 
Pedagogical particularities of the European Schools 
The special character of the schools does not necessarily reside in their supposed European 
rhetoric, but mostly in the fact that they are offering an educational system based on some 
elements that do not exist at the national level such as: early multilingual schooling; unified 
curriculum across Europe; pedagogy based on a pluralistic national perspective; and a 
multinational pupil environment. The schools intend to foster such particularities at the same 
time that they encourage some sort of European awareness, promoting knowledge about the 
institutions, the history and the incipient citizenship at the European level. The existing 
literature about the European Schools has been basically interested in examining such specific 
features.  
 
The language policy of the Schools, for instance, has been one of the topics most studied (see 
Beardsmore, 1980, 1993; Bulmer, 1995). European Schools are organised in language sections. 
Pupils coming from a certain language background receive their education in their mother 
tongue. The study of a first foreign language (English, French or German), known as LII, is 
compulsory in each school, from the early years of Primary School. In addition, all pupils must 
study a second foreign language (LIII) from the second year of Secondary School. Significantly, 
the subjects of History, Geography and Economics are studied in the pupil’s first foreign 
language from the third class of Secondary School, instead of in their mother tongue.   
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The second main area of academic interest has focused on analysing the history and the general 
functioning of the schools (see Swan, 1996; Shore and Finaldi, 2005; Finaldi-Baratieri, 2000; 
Jonckers, 2000; Savvides, 2006a, 2006b, 2009; Gray, 2003; Smith, 2007). Occasionally these 
approaches have come from authors that have in the past held some responsibility within the 
European Schools network (for example Jonckers and Gray, former headmasters of a European 
School). All these studies emphasise the particular nature of European Schools – in their 
sociological format, their curriculum, their historical goals - and in some cases this assumption 
is translated into a slightly optimistic and supportive research angle.   
 
Besides these fields the European Schools have remained a research topic only rarely 
investigated in detail. Despite this continued scarce interest, which continues to be the case 
nowadays, there are a small number of recent studies that are beginning to offer new lines of 
investigation, in particular around the study of the European dimension of the system (Savvides, 
2006a, 2006b, 2009, 2009b).   
 
Indeed, the recent research produced by Nicola Savvides represents a particularly relevant base 
on which to build some of my own research. I do not intend to centre my study on investigating 
which elements of the system are most European or distinctive. Such features have already been 
the focus of the work by Savvides. What I intend is to present my own assessment of the 
characteristics identified and studied previously and to start addressing the question of how the 
opening up of the system has maintained, transformed or diluted such features. 
4) THESIS STRUCTURE 
  
Chapter One has presented the main features of the European Schools system. I have discussed 
the aim of the thesis by describing my main research question and my three sub-questions, as 
well as I have introduced two of the debates that are usually associated with European Schools:  
the potential elitism of the system, and its specific pedagogical structure.   
 
Chapter Two is focused on examining the current link between education and the European 
Union. I argue that since the adoption of the Lisbon Strategy in 2000 the EU has been 
increasingly active in promoting cooperation between member states, despite the fact that the 
action of the EU does not have a clear legal provision on educational matters. I then present the 
debate in the literature about the models for European Citizenship Education. Contrary to the 
rich literature that exists about the Europeanisation of higher education, the academic discussion 
about Europeanising primary and secondary education remains very tentative. The chapter 
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focuses on some of the debates about the role of education in creating civic and political 
identities.  
 
Chapter Three presents the overall pedagogical structure of European Schools. I emphasize in 
particular in the ‘European’ content of the nursery, primary and secondary curriculums. I also 
discuss some of the most challenging pedagogical developments in the system, such as the high 
degree of multilingualism, or the unconscious added value of having a mixed pupil population.   
 
I then discuss in Chapter Four the steps regarding the implementation of the reform of 2009. 
Throughout the chapter I examine the motivations of each stakeholder. I also reflect on the 
balance of power between each institution involved, and the potential battles over the political 
competences held by each one.  
 
In Chapter Five, I offer a detailed picture of how the new accreditation procedure works. This 
chapter explains the main steps that have to be followed to gain accreditation, as well as I 
identify the criteria defining ‘European schooling’. I conclude the chapter by reflecting on the 
specific situation regarding the setting up of a third type of European Schools – known in the 
system as European Schools ‘Type III’. I argue that the system has provided a successful legal 
framework allowing the setting up of nine accredited European Schools type II.  
 
The final chapter is devoted to exploring some future scenarios for the system. I explore the 
potential changes in five domains: the accredited schools, the structure, the pedagogy, the 
European Schools type I and the reputation of the system. My main argument is that the reform 
of 2009 has only partly fulfilled its goals.   
 
In the conclusion I summarize the findings of the thesis, as well as I provide potential ideas for 
further academic research.  
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Annex 1: detailed overview of the European Schools system 
 
 Type I Type II 
 
Type III 
Number of Schools  
 
15 (since 1953, last one in process) 9 (since 2007, last three in process)  
 
1 (in process) 
Host Member State 
 
Belgium (6), Germany (3), Luxembourg (2), Italy (1), The 
Netherlands (1), United Kingdom (1), Spain (1)  
 
France (2), Italy (1), Ireland (1), Greece 
(1), Finland (1), The Netherlands (1), 
Denmark (1), Estonia (1)   
 
Germany (1)  
Distribution  
 
62.73% of the total population is to be found in the 
Schools in Brussels (5) and Luxembourg (2)  
 
Strasbourg accounts for the 37.20% of the 
total pupil population for Type II schools 
/ 
Pupil population 2010/11 
(annual average variation 
for the period 2007-2010, 
in %) 
 
Category I  
Category II  
Category III  
 
 
22 778 ( + 2.57%) 
 
 
 
16 613 ( + 4.68%) 
  1 184 ( - 2.60%) 
  4 981 ( - 2.10%) 
 
1 656 ( + 18.71 period 2009/11) 
 
 
 
       369 ( + 29.02, period 09/11) 
    1 287 ( + 16.05, period 09/11) 
 
 
/ 
 
 
 
/ 
/ 
/ 
Enrolment Policy  -Priority to children from categories I and II 
-If places left available they are awarded to children in 
category III in accordance with Art. 8 of the General Rules 
 
-Priority for enrolment to children of the 
staff of European organisations based in 
the territory of the country in which the 
school is located 
 
-No priority clause 
School Fees  
 
 
Category I: exempt   
Category II: variable. The range in this category goes from 
10.179,85EUR (Brussels) to 15.381,78EUR (Mol). The 
average for the whole system is 12.580EUR per year.  
Category III:  Nursery 2.702,76 EUR; Primary 3.716,34 
EUR; Secondary 5.067,74 EUR 
 
Individual School responsibility   Not defined 
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Name Foundation 
year 
Location Type  European Agency associated  Pupil population 
(2010/11) 
Breakdown in 
pupil category1 
 
School pop. 
Distribution 
(%) 
Annual pupil 
variation2 
over the 
period 2007-
2010 (%) 
Level of Schooling 
(2010/2011) 
Luxembourg 
I  
1953 Kirchberg - 
Luxembourg 
(Luxembourg)  
I EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS 
European Parliament (EP), 
Council, Court of Justice, European 
Court of Auditors, European 
Investment Bank, ECSC (the 
European Coal and Steel 
Community 1952-2002) 
 
3475 (all) 
2818 (I) 
191 (II) 
466 (III) 
 
81% 
5.5% 
13.4% 
+ 1.42%  
+ 2.28 
- 2.73 
- 4.43 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 1959) 
Brussels I  1958 Uccle - 
Brussels 
(Belgium)  
I EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS 
EP, European Commission, 
Council, Committee of the 
Regions, European External Action 
Service, EURATOM (European 
Atomic Energy Community),  EEC 
(European Economic Community 
1957-2009) 
 
3074 (all) 
2772 (I) 
53 (II) 
249 (III) 
 
90.2% 
1.7% 
8.1% 
+ 1.01%  
+ 1.10 
- 1.14 
- 12.18 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 1964) 
Mol/Geel 1960 Mol 
(Belgium) 
I EC (European Commission)  789 (all) 
141 (I) 
21(II) 
627 (III)  
 
17.9% 
2.6% 
79.5% 
+ 4.85%  
- 1.58 
- 3.68 
+ 8.98 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 1966) 
Varese 1960 Varese (Italy) I JRC – EC (Joint Research Centre, 
site of Ispra, near Varese)  
1318 (all) 
753 (I) 
172 (II) 
393 (III) 
 
57.1% 
13% 
29.9% 
+ 0.04% 
+ 1.78 
- 8.96 
+ 2.00 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 1965) 
Karlsruhe 1962 Karlsruhe 
(Germany) 
I  JRC – EC (Joint Research Centre / 
Institute for Transuranium 
Elements) 
943 (all) 
168 (I) 
267 (II) 
508 (III) 
 
17.8% 
28.3% 
53.9% 
- 0.50% 
+ 1.89 
+ 2.83 
- 5.03 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 1968) 
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Bergen 1963 Bergen (The 
Netherlands)  
I  JRC – EC (Joint Research Centre / 
Institute for Energy and Transport, 
site of Petten, near Bergen)  
608 (all) 
106 (I) 
3 (II) 
499 (III) 
 
17.4% 
0.5% 
82.1% 
+ 0.97% 
+ 1.78 
- 20.83 
+ 3.89 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 1971) 
Brussels II   1974 Woluwe - 
Brussels 
(Belgium) 
I  EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS  
(see Brussels I)  
3089 (all) 
2884 (I) 
101 (II) 
104 (III) 
 
93.4% 
3.2% 
3.4% 
+ 1.70% 
+ 3.11 
- 1.57 
- 12.64 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 1982) 
Munich 1977 Munich 
(Germany) 
I  EPO (European Patent Office)  1901 (all) 
1439 (I) 
132 (II) 
330 (III) 
 
75.7% 
6.9% 
17.4% 
+ 4.42% 
+ 6.91 
+ 2.18 
- 3.19 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 1984) 
Culham 1978 Culham 
(United 
Kingdom) 
I EFDA – JET (European Fusion 
Development Agreement – JOINT 
EUROPEAN TORUS). Closure of 
the Agency planned for 2016  
 
807 (all) 
99 (I) 
21 (II) 
687 (III) 
 
12.3% 
2.6% 
85.1% 
- 0.75% 
- 4.25 
- 10.78 
+ 0.53 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 1982) 
Closure of the School 
planned for 2017.  
Brussels III 1999 Ixelles - 
Brussels 
(Belgium) 
I  EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS 
(see Brussels I)  
2902 (all) 
2725 (I) 
48 (II) 
129 (III) 
 
93.9% 
1.7% 
4.4% 
+ 2,37% 
+ 5.13 
+ 2.23 
- 16.97 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 2001) 
Alicante  2002 Alicante 
(Spain) 
I OHIM (Office for Harmonisation 
in the Internal Market)  
1035 (all) 
463 (I) 
3 (II) 
569 (III) 
 
44.7% 
0.3% 
55% 
+ 1,13% 
+ 4.85 
- 19.3 
- 2.34 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 2006) 
Frankfurt  2002 Frankfurt 
(Germany) 
I ECB (European Central Bank) 1085 (all) 
721 (I) 
88 (II) 
 
66.5% 
8.1% 
+ 3,37% 
+ 9.27 
+ 3.96 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
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276 (III) 25.4% - 7.06 
 
baccalaureate in 2006) 
Luxembourg 
II 
2004 Bertrange / 
Mamer - 
Luxembourg 
(Luxembourg) 
I EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS 
(see Luxembourg I)  
943 (all) 
735 (I) 
74 (II) 
143 (III) 
 
77.9% 
7.9% 
14.2% 
+ 0,60% 
+ 3.95 
- 13.18 
+ 2.66 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate has not 
taken place)  
Brussels IV 2007  Laeken - 
Brussels 
(Belgium)  
I EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS 
(see Brussels I)  
809 (all) 
789 (I) 
10 (II) 
10 (III) 
 
97.5% 
1.2% 
1.3% 
+ 35,91%3 
/ 
/ 
/  
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate has not 
taken place) 
Brussels V (est.2015) Tbc I EUROPEAN INSTITUIONS  
(see Brussels I) 
 
- - - Tbc  
  
 Type 
II  
  Data available only for the 
period 2009 and 2010 
 
 
Scuola per 
l’Europa 
July 2007  
 
Parma (Italy)  II  EFSA (European Food and Safety 
Authority) 
556 (all) 
140 (EU) 
416 (other) 
 
24.7% 
75.3% 
+ 0.36% 
+ 10.24 
- 2.58 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate in 2009) 
Centre for 
European 
Schooling 
Aug. 2007  Dunshaughlin 
(Ireland)  
II  FVO (European Food and 
Veterinary Office) 
39 (all) 
39 (EU)  
0 (other)  
 
100% 
0% 
- 2.25% 
- 2.25 
+ 0.00 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary (up to year 5 
inclusive)  
School of 
European 
Education 
Oct. 2008  Heraklion 
(Greece)  
II ENISA (European Network and 
Information Security Agency) 
224 (all) 
13 (EU) 
208 (other) 
 
5.8% 
94.2% 
+ 6.16% 
+ 0.00 
+ 6.16 
 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary (up to year 5 
inclusive) 
 
European 
Schooling 
Helsinki 
Jan. 2009  Helsinki 
(Finland)  
II ECHA (European Chemicals 
Agency) 
181 (all) 
99 (EU) 
82 (other) 
 
54.7% 
45.3% 
+ 206.78%4 
+ 80% 
+ 1950% 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first bac. 
expected in 2012) 
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European 
School of 
Strasbourg 
Nov. 2009  Strasbourg 
(France)  
II  EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS 
The European Parliament, the 
European Ombudsman, the 
European Commission, the Council 
of Europe and the European Court 
of Human Rights 
 
616 (all) 
38 (EU) 
578 (other) 
 
6.2% 
93.8% 
+ 24.95% 
+ 65.22 
+ 22.98 
Nursery, Primary, 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate expected 
in 2013) 
International 
School, 
Manosque 
2010  Manosque 
(France)   
II ITER programme (EURATOM) 40 (all) 
40 (EU) 
0 (other) 
 
 
100% 
0% 
+ 42.86% 
+ 42.86 
+ 0.00 
Anglophone section: 
Secondary, 
Baccalaureate (first 
baccalaureate expected 
in 2013) 
 
European 
Schooling at 
The Hague 
IN 
PROCESS 
Second 
stage 
Accredit. 
and Coop. 
Agreem. 
 
The Hague 
(The 
Netherlands) 
II  EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS 
Europol, Eurojust 
Potential pupil 
population of 
1400-1680 
(exp.2015) 
 / IN PROCESS: Nursery, 
Primary, Secondary (up 
to year 5 inclusive)  
European 
School of 
Copenhagen 
IN 
PROCESS 
First stage 
Accredit. 
Process 
 
Copenhagen 
(Denmark)  
II  European Environment Agency - - - IN PROCESS: Nursery, 
Primary, Secondary, 
Baccalaureate 
Tallinn 
European 
Schooling 
IN 
PROCESS 
First stage 
Accredit. 
Process 
Tallinn 
(Estonia)  
II  (exp: European Agency for the 
operational management of large-
scale IT systems in the area of 
freedom, security and justice) 
 
- - - IN PROCESS: Nursery, 
Primary, Secondary, 
Baccalaureate  
  
 Type 
III 
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European 
Schooling 
institution, 
Bad Vilbel 
Second 
stage of the 
procedure 
Bad Vilbel 
(Germany) 
III No Agency connection for 
European Schools type III  
/  / IN PROCESS: Second 
stage of the procedure, 
no specific date expected  
 
Notes 
1: Category I: The children of staff in the service of the Community institutions. They are exempt of paying fees and they have priority when enrolling. Category II: Pupils 
covered by individual agreements or decisions, each entailing specific rights and obligations for the pupils concerned, particularly regarding school fees. Category III: Pupils 
who do not belong to categories I & II. These pupils will be admitted to the European Schools in so far as places are available, in accordance with the General Rules. The 
pupils in this last category will pay the ordinary school fees fixed by the Board of Governors. 
2: The different calculi have been done directly by myself, using the official following sources: General Secretary, 2010a; General Secretary, 2010b; General Secretary, 
2010c.  
3: The data used for the analysis of the Brussels IV school does not include statistics from the year 2007.  
4: The data used for the analysis of the European Schooling Helsinki – recently opened - only include statistics from the year 2009.  
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Chapter 2: European education  
 
The first part of this chapter is devoted to explain the progressive involvement of the European 
Union in educational policy. I argue that since the adoption of the so-called Lisbon Strategy in 
2000 the EU has been increasingly active in promoting cooperation in the field of Education 
between member states (1). I describe such evolution by looking at the historical background, 
the current structure of policy implementation and the most recent strategic framework for 
2010-2020.   
In the second section of the chapter I describe the political vision that underpins the official 
strategy of the European Union. I argue that such a vision approaches education mainly from a 
‘functional’ perspective, in order to improve the competitiveness and the employability of 
European citizens. I challenge this vision by examining the current academic debate about 
different visions of European citizenship education (2).  
 
* 
1) THE EDUCATIONAL POLICY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION 
 
Historical background   
The broad field of ‘education’, and more precisely primary and secondary education, is first and 
foremost a national competence of each member state of the European Union. The EU has some 
competences, but they are limited, involving the facilitation of guidelines, transmitting 
recommendations and encouraging certain targets.  
 
The legal provision that organises the role of the European Union in the field of education was 
first set out in the Maastricht Treaty, signed in 1992. This Treaty included a new article, 
numbered 126 at that time, stating the following:  
[t]he Community shall contribute to the development of quality education by 
encouraging co-operation between Member States and, if necessary, by 
supporting and supplementing their action, while fully respecting the 
responsibility of the Member States for the content of teaching and the 
organisation of education systems and their cultural and linguistic diversity. 
(European Communities, 1992, article 126).   
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The European member states have revisited the Maastricht Treaty three times since 1992, once 
in 1997, with the so-called Treaty of Amsterdam, the second time in 2001, with the Treaty of 
Nice, and most recently with the Treaty of Lisbon, in 2007. All those treaties have incorporated 
new competences in a vast number of domains, but the European prerogatives in the field of 
education have remained unchanged. The current role of the EU in education is, in legal terms, 
the same as it was twenty years ago.  
 
To be more specific, the current legal provision in force is merely a copy of the old article 126, 
which after all the incorporations through the years has been re-numbered as the article 165 of 
the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. The article is now part of the Title XII on 
Education, Vocational, Training, Youth and Sport (European Communities, 2012, article 165).    
 
This legal structure is illustrative of the relation that has existed between education and the 
European integration process. Education has been since the early years of the European project 
a sort of forbidden garden for the Communities. Educational policies were perceived by the 
national states as an essential part of their sovereignty as well as a key tool for the construction 
of national identities.  
 
The first thoughtful attempt by the European institutions to influence the field of education 
dates from 1976, when the Communities adopted a non-binding resolution including a five page 
detailed programme focusing on six areas: i) educating the children of migrant workers, ii) 
closer relations between education systems in Europe, iii) the compilation of documentation and 
statistics, iv) higher education, v) the teaching of foreign languages and vi) equal opportunities 
for free access to all forms of education (European Communities, 1976). In retrospect, one can 
see that this resolution included some ambitious proposals for that time, such as promoting the 
integration of pupils coming from different member states by providing a specific training 
programme, or  the ‘setting up of European or international-type establishments following 
specific curricula and using several teaching languages’ (European Communities, 1976, p.3). In 
fact, the last proposal seems directly inspired by the structure and pedagogy of the European 
Schools system – which by 1976 had already expanded to eight schools.  
 
The 1980’s and 1990’s marked the beginning of an increasing proactive approach by European 
institutions in terms of educational involvement. Some programmes of transnational cooperation 
began to have perceptible implications for a larger number of citizens. During those years the 
Communities launched the Erasmus programme, which has proved particularly popular over the 
years. This programme provides nowadays funds for European citizens in higher education 
wishing to study/train for a short period of time (usually 6 months) in another member state than 
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their own. Between 1988 and 2011 – the most recent year with official statistics - the total 
number of citizens that have benefitted from the Erasmus Programme is 231,408 (European 
Commission, 2013a). When comparing the available data, one of the significant developments 
is that the number of participants has increased on average annually 8% between 2002 and 
2011. The European Commission estimates that in 2013 more than three million citizens will 
have qualified for the mobility scheme (European Commission, 2013b).    
 
Regarding the institutional developments, in 1995 a new separate department was created within 
the European Commission for the area of Education and Culture. This change reflected  the 
increasing interest and the political will of the European Commission to get more involved in 
educational policies. But as explained previously, the major change during the 1990’s came 
with the Maastricht Treaty. The new text provided not only a legal basis for the European Union 
to start a consistent educational continental policy, but it also gave to the European Parliament 
the power to jointly decide and discuss with the Council (national ministers) all educational 
initiatives at the European level. The monopoly of the member states in the field of Education 
was, legally, broken.  
 
This institutional turning point was followed in the 2000s by a new ambitious political vision 
regarding education in Europe. The political document that triggered such new vision is the so-
called Lisbon Strategy, signed by all member states in 2000.  
 
The Lisbon Strategy, also known as the Lisbon Agenda, was a set of economic and strategic 
measures adopted by all member states for the period 2000-2010. The Agenda represented an 
extremely ambitious roadmap. Ten years later it is best known for only modestly achieving its 
colossal goal: that was, to transform the EU into ‘the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-
based economy in the world capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs 
and greater social cohesion’ (European Council, 2000, section ‘The way forward’).  
 
Despite not fulfilling all the expectations, the ambitious objectives set by the Lisbon Strategy 
opened completely new horizons. In the field of education for example, a political consensus 
was reached assuming that further educational cooperation was the best possible way to pursue 
the new economical goals. This consensus was translated into a set of identifiable and clear 
proposals, which were listed for the first time by the European Commission in the document 
‘Detailed work programme for the follow-up of the report on the concrete objectives of 
education and training systems’ (European Commission, 2001).  
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The detailed working plan was structured around three main objectives. First, to increase ‘the 
quality and effectiveness of education and training systems in the EU’ (which included for 
example initiatives for improving teacher training, increasing literacy and numeracy, ensuring 
access to ICT…). The second objective was to ‘facilitate the access of all to education and 
training systems’ (which included for example the promotion of the innovative notion of ‘active 
citizenship’). The last objective was to ‘open up Education and Training systems to the world’ 
(which included programmes to promote entrepreneurship, learning of foreign languages, or 
increasing mobility among students) (ibid). This programme marked the first ever consistent 
framework regarding educational matters at the European level.  
 
In theory European Communities are still ‘limited’ by the legal provisions of the Treaties in the 
field of education. But in practice, the European Union has taken the political opportunity 
created by the Lisbon Strategy - and the subsequent mandate given by the member states - to get 
involved in the policy-making process regarding education in Europe. The conclusion of the 
working programme in 2001 was already illustrative of the new motivations:  
[T]he work programme which the Commission proposes to Member States to 
undertake is very substantial. This requires close cooperation and the will to 
succeed between the various political levels concerned. It will involve the 
Member States and the Commission in new sorts of cooperation [emphasis  
mine], as well as a coordinated approach to ensure that the various activities are 
mutually supportive (…).  
(European Commission, 2001, p.19).    
 
It is relevant to recall that the increasing involvement of the European Union is even more 
significant in the case of higher education, where the EU has already some direct influence 
following the launch of the Bologna Process in 1999 (European Commission, 2013b).   
 
Implementation 
The increasing involvement of the EU in the field of education is organized through the so-
called ‘open method of coordination’. This method describes a consensual way of management 
for the fields where the member states retain their sovereignty but at the same time want to 
promote some sort of convergence and coordination among them. 
 
The method usually uses indicators and benchmarks for encouraging harmonisation between the 
agents involved, at the same time as it provides a space for exchanging experiences and peer 
review. The European Commission, in its portal about the open method of coordination, 
explains that this system of governance is used in those areas where ‘EU Member States set 
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their own national policies rather than having an EU-wide policy laid down in law (…) [but 
want to] learn from each other by sharing information and comparing initiatives’ (European 
Commission, 2013c). (For a detailed introduction to the open method of coordination see for 
example the work by Buchs (2007) or Heidenreich and Zeitlin (2009)). Other areas that are not 
exclusively the responsibility of the EU but where there is some sort of European coordination 
are also organised through this system, such as social policy.  
 
In all cases the method does not imply sanctions, nor official obligations for the agents 
involved. The system works under the assumption that natural competition and the risk of being 
publicly positioned at the bottom of the existing indicators provides enough incentives to 
promote best practices. Leaving aside the potential debate about the political efficiency of this 
system, in practical terms it means that education remains a national competence. The open 
method of coordination is a useful reminder of who holds, for the moment, the final decision-
making power.  
 
The current educational strategy  
In May 2009 the Council of the European Union updated the first working plan set by the 
European Commission in 2001. The new ‘Strategic framework for European cooperation in 
education and training (ET2020)’ (Council of the European Union, 2009), states the priorities 
for the new period 2010-2020. It includes common educational objectives, principles and 
European initiatives for the areas launched in 2001 as well as new ones. The document also 
provides specific targets as well as it identifies the specific priorities that member states have 
agreed to work for.  
 
The overall essence as well as the specific policies of the new strategic framework are a clear 
continuation of the work done since 2001. The initial remark in the document emphasises this 
desire for continuity by noting that:  
while fully respecting the Member States’ responsibility for their education 
systems, an updated strategic framework for European cooperation in education 
and training — building on the progress made under the ‘Education and 
Training 2010’ work programme — could further enhance the efficiency of 
such cooperation and provide continuing benefits and support for Member 
States’ education and training systems up to the year 2020. 
(Council of the European Union, 2009, p.2).   
 
More significantly, the document recalls that ‘Education and training have made a substantial 
contribution towards achieving the long-term goals of the Lisbon strategy for growth and jobs’ 
MPhil Thesis 
D.Gutiérrez-Peris 
 
33 
 
(ibid). Is it relevant to note that the institution showing such strong support is the Council. 
Indeed, the Council is formed by the representatives of each member state. In European policy-
making theory, the Council is often portrayed as the institution defending the responsibilities 
and powers of the nation-states, in contrast to the more supranational argument often associated 
with the European Commission. In this particular case, the support of the Council illustrates that 
both the member states individually but also the European Commission seem to defend, at least 
publicly, a similar position. Moreover, the will to maintain and consolidate the work done by 
the European Commission since 2001 could be evaluated as a political proof of the approval by 
the member states regarding the greater involvement of the EU in educational matters.  
 
The strategic framework for 2010-2020 specifies four main objectives:  
 
a) ‘Making lifelong learning and mobility a reality’  
The notion of ‘lifelong learning’ plays a central role in the current European educational 
strategy. ‘Indeed, lifelong learning should be regarded as a fundamental principle underpinning 
the entire framework, which is designed to cover learning in all contexts — whether formal, 
non-formal or informal — and at all levels (…)’ (Council of the European Union, 2009, p.3).  
 
The vision behind this statement is that all cooperation at the European level should promote 
and encourage citizens to take part in learning experiences throughout their entire lives. The 
four biggest educational funding programmes that are currently implemented by the EU are 
considered part of this objective: Comenius for schools, Erasmus for higher education, 
Leonardo da Vinci for vocational education and training, and Grundtvig for adult education. 
Some of these programmes have their own targets - sometimes ambitious - such as involving 3 
million pupils in joint educational activities for the Comenius programme by 2020, or 
increasing business placements to 80,000 a year with the Leonardo da Vinci programme 
(European Commission, 2013d).   
 
Other initiatives in this area include: to adapt each national qualifications framework to the 
existing common European Qualifications Framework; to allow more flexible learning 
pathways for citizens; and to promote European exchange among not only postgraduate 
students, but also among educational practitioners, adult students and vocational and training 
professionals. The budget of the ‘Lifelong Learning’ programme is nearly €7 billion for the 
period between 2007 to 2013, which represents approximately 0.71% of the total budget of the 
European Union for the same period: €975.777 (European Commission, 2013e).  
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b) ‘Improving the quality and efficiency of education and training’  
The second main priority for the period 2010-2020 is to encourage member states to develop   
their educational policies on the  basis of a set of key competences that each citizen should be 
able to acquire. Such competences are the first attempt by European Communities to reflect on 
the objectives and purposes that should be attained through education. All policies, 
recommendations and programmes implemented by the EU are supposed to contribute to this 
list of key competences. As stated by the Council and the European Parliament in 2006 in a 
common resolution, the eight key competencies to be fostered are:  
· communication in the mother tongue,(…)   
· communication in foreign languages, (…)  
· mathematical competence and basic competences in science and technology 
(…)  
· digital competence involves the confident and critical use of information 
society technology (IST) and thus basic skills in information and 
communication technology (ICT);  
· learning to learn is related to learning, the ability to pursue and organise 
one's own learning; 
· social and civic competences. Social competence refers to personal, 
interpersonal and intercultural competence and all forms of behaviour that 
equip individuals to participate in an effective and constructive way in social 
and working life. Civic competence, and particularly knowledge of social and 
political concepts and structures (democracy, justice, equality, citizenship and 
civil rights), equips individuals to engage in active and democratic 
participation; 
· sense of initiative and entrepreneurship is the ability to turn ideas into 
action. It involves creativity, innovation and risk-taking, as well as the ability 
to plan and manage projects in order to achieve objectives.  
· cultural awareness and expression, which involves appreciation of the 
importance of the creative expression of ideas, experiences and emotions in a 
range of media (music, performing arts, literature and the visual arts).  
[emphasis mine] 
(European Parliament and European Council, 2006).  
 
c) ‘Promoting equity, social cohesion and active citizenship’ 
The third objective under the current strategic framework for 2020 aims to promote all the skills 
that increase the employability of citizens, as well as their ability to be active citizens and 
participate in intercultural dialogue. Based on this objective the EU also justifies all 
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recommendations and cooperation programmes that are intended to create more inclusive 
educational systems regarding special educational needs.   
 
d) ‘Enhancing creativity and innovation, including entrepreneurship, at all levels of 
education and training’  
Finally, the fourth objective is linked with the objective to consolidate the links between 
education, research and innovation. The goal is to promote connections and partnerships 
between the private world of enterprise and civil society through educational institutions.  
 
These four objectives are the basis of the current educational policy at the European level, both 
in terms of cooperation between member states, as well as an integral part of the mission of the 
European Commission. The progresses regarding those objectives are regularly examined 
through indicators and European benchmarks set by the European Commission. The specific list 
of indicators is set by the European Commission. Among those indicators one is particularly 
illustrative of the role given to ‘lifelong learning’. Indeed, it is specified that at least 15% of 
adults should be participating in lifelong learning.  
 
Compared to the level of cooperation that was taking place in the 1990’s, the involvement of the 
European Union in educational matters has increased exponentially. The budget that is allocated 
to this field also illustrates this trend. For the most recent period of 2007-13, the budget for 
education represents 1% of the total budget of the EU. In 1986 the budget for education 
represented only 0.1%. In relative terms the increase is substantial (European Commission, 
2013e).  
 
Nowadays, the European Union implements a variety of policies and initiatives that influence  
educational policy-making across Europe: from setting and benchmarking common ‘key 
competences’ as discussed above, to funding the most successful mobility programme in higher 
education – the well-known Erasmus programme; from promoting the exchange of best 
practices through the open-method of coordination to consolidating the creation of the European 
Education Space at the postgraduate level throughout the Bologna Process. In that sense the 
European Union is becoming a proactive actor willing to shape and influence the new 
educational policies in Europe.  
 
In this section I have examined the evolution of the European prerogatives in the area of 
education. I have first clarified the historical background, pointing to the fundamental change 
set in motion by  the Lisbon Agenda in 2000. I have then presented the current priorities and the 
objectives underpinning the current Strategic Framework for 2010-2020. The main argument 
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throughout the section is that the European Union has developed in the last 13 years a 
significant range of actions regarding educational matters. Paradoxically, this tendency is 
challenged by the current legal provisions of the European Union, which specifically establish 
that education is the exclusive responsibility of each member state.  
 
2) THE VISION BEHIND THE CURRENT STRATEGY 
 
In the previous section I have examined the educational policy of the European Union. I have 
argued that despite the fact that primary and secondary education remains the exclusive 
responsibility of each national government, the EU has developed new ways of influencing  
educational policy-making at all levels, from early education, to adult and vocational learning.  
 
The EU exercises such influence through the setting of guidelines, recommendations, targets 
and benchmarks agreed by all national states. The way in which such benchmarks are 
implemented is through the so-called open method of coordination. The final consensual 
objectives are non-binding but they are illustrative of the educational vision that is currently 
being developed at the continental level.  
 
As explained before, the educational strategy of the EU is based on four main objectives: 
making lifelong learning and mobility a reality; improving the quality and efficiency of 
education and training; promoting equity, social cohesion and active citizenship; and enhancing 
creativity and innovation, including entrepreneurship. All four objectives are considered a 
priority for the European Commission, but the accent is put on the first one, especially on the 
notion of ‘lifelong learning’. Indeed, the promotion of learning experiences for all ages is 
considered an essential approach in order to improve the employability and competitiveness of 
European citizens. The concepts of employability, comparability and mobility are central.  
 
One way to interpret such strategy is to consider that the individual is placed at the centre of the 
system, emphasising the role that each citizen can play in order to improve her own social 
status. Rose (1999), as cited by Nóvoa and Lawn (2002), argues that the strategy of making the 
citizen increasingly responsible can be seen as a way of transferring the demands that 
traditionally have been associated with the Welfare State. In those circumstances, ‘the new 
citizen is required to engage in a ceaseless work of training and retraining, skilling and re-
skilling, enhancement of credentials and preparation for a life of incessant job seeking’ (Nóvoa 
and Lawn, 2002, p.161).  
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On the other hand such policy can be also analysed as the coherent consequence of an 
increasingly globalised Europe. The evolving socio-economical context is forcing a revaluation 
of the adequacy of some of the traditional elements that structured the nation-state educational 
model. 
 
In the case of the reform of the European Schools, some of the stakeholders share the 
assumption that education should go beyond this functional rationale, while others consider that 
shared loyalties among better ‘equipped’ citizens can be fostered by a focus on key competences 
strengthening their employability.   
 
The next section tries to address the evidence that can be found in the academic literature 
regarding these issues. In other words, what evidence can I provide for the assumption that a 
mere focus on key competences helps to foster overarching identities and loyalties? Or on the 
contrary, what is the potential evidence regarding the assumption that intercultural educational 
systems, such as European Schools, have a transformative power?  
 
Education, a powerful myth  
Before looking at the evidence it is necessary to contextualise historically the European 
integration process. This is helpful to point out an initial precaution: the role that policy-makers 
grant to education depends on the structure and the political context that we refer to. 
 
In the context of the European integration process it is relevant to recall that the project has 
been, since its beginnings, conducted principally by elites. The theory of a permissive consensus 
regarding European integration exemplifies how European integration has been perceived as a 
consensual beneficial initiative for many years, as well as a project that citizens do not have to 
get involved with (Hooghe and Marks, 2008; Hurrelmann, 2007).  
 
In 1997, the Treaty of Amsterdam constituted a radical challenge regarding that perspective. 
New responsibilities were given to the European Union, responsibilities that were no longer 
merely technical, commercial or diplomatic, but that carried critical implications in terms of 
economic and social welfare (see European Union, 2013). The Treaty of Amsterdam was a 
significant shift in terms of national political power. Yet, this process was not accompanied by 
the expected change within the structure of national societies. In some ways, the European 
Union has consequently become a politicised structure without citizens that feel attached to it. It 
is a system without the ‘soul’ that exists in the traditional nation states. It lacks the feeling of 
belonging from its members, and the recognition towards such structure. In this context the role 
of ‘education’, and more precisely primary and secondary education, is to be part of the 
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academic discussion about political identities. As Keating (2009) emphasises, ‘as part of these 
debates, questions have once again been raised about how European institutions can connect 
with its citizens and ensure that its citizens are informed about (and therefore, it is often 
assumed, in favour of) European integration’ (Keating, 2009, p.135).    
 
There are two initial provisions that need to be clarified. The first one is that ‘identity’ is a 
vague notion. The second one is that ‘European identity’ is even more ambiguous.  
 
My approach to the notion of identity is from a constructivist point of view. I understand the 
notion of ‘identity’ as intrinsically fluid, ever-changing and multi-dimensional. The boundaries 
of ‘identity’ are often fuzzy and not always defined collectively. Moreover, the different 
consequences of globalization (migration, mobility, economic interdependence) may 
hinder/complicate even more the drawing of such boundaries (Ross, 2008). From this 
perspective each individual will use a set of different identities, ‘contingently on where they are, 
whom they are with, and the particular social setting in which they find themselves’ (Hall, 1996, 
quoted in Ross 2008). Identity formation in that sense will depend on a continuous learning 
process, not a transmission of a given and unchangeable reality. 
 
The other notion that needs some clarification is ‘European identity’. One of the most repeated 
arguments is that one cannot acknowledge the existence of a European identity without the 
existence of a European ‘demos’. Here I use the definition of ‘demos’ as proposed by Soysal 
(2002). For Soysal (ibid) the requirement of a ‘European demos’ will imply at least three 
conditions: a cultural collectivity (agreeing on the basis of ‘European’ culture); the recognition 
of Europe by the citizens as a category of subjectivity; and a certain European institutional unity 
(evoking the need to identify with a certain ‘authority structure’). Noticeably, none of these 
conditions are currently predominant among the majority of European citizens.  
 
To that extent, my argument is that European identity is a notion that could be rethought from a 
more abstract point of view, turned towards the future and where educational practices and 
strategies are continuously remapped. In that sense I found the following perspective 
particularly useful:   
Europe is fuzzy, no longer historically unique and precise to perpetuate a 
coherent, homogeneous collective. Europe cannot afford to develop its 
discriminating particularisms and ‘authentic’ markers. It derives its legitimacy 
from universalistic principles and from the future it projects.  
(Soysal, 2002, p.56). 
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On one hand there is the theoretical struggle, even the impracticality, to agree on a common 
definition of ‘identity’ and ‘European identity’. But on the other hand the current deficit of 
legitimacy at the core of the European Union calls for the reinforcement of some sort of mutual 
citizenship recognition between Europeans. This is the current paradox of the process of 
European integration. As suggested by Shore and Finaldi (2005), the question at the centre of 
the European integration process is ‘how to elicit the active support of the citizens of Europe in 
whose name the EU justifies its existence’ (Shore and Finaldi, 2005, p. 24). 
 
Regarding such a dilemma, Nóvoa (2002) points out that education is still a powerful myth. 
Nóvoa insists that ‘it is extremely symptomatic that the two foundation stones of the mass 
schooling systems - the training of “efficient workers” and “good citizens” - continue to be 
present in the European make-up’ (Nóvoa, 2002, p.131).  
 
It is useful to recall here the number of historical strategies that have been followed traditionally 
to foster a shared identity. These are often associated with three elements: a) symbolic events in 
history, identified to be shared as significant for the ‘nations’; b) iconic symbols of nationality 
(from maps to postage stamps); and c) enactive processes that encourage assimilation and 
participation in national activities (military service, national language in educational systems, 
literature, ‘culture’…) (Ross, op cit). Significantly none of these seem to apply to the intrinsic 
diversity and plurality of Europe. Moreover, some of these tools might be simply outdated and 
unproductive. The option of replicating national endeavours at the European level should be 
discarded. The ‘construction’ of European citizens will have to be done differently. New ways 
will need to be imagined. And this might also well apply to educational strategies.  
 
One possible way to examine this issue might be to determine what ‘practices’, either curricular 
or in terms of educational environment, may contribute to the predisposition of feeling a citizen 
of the EU, a member of a given political community.  
We should not ask what a nation is, but rather how is nationhood as a political 
and cultural form institutionalized within and among states?... What makes the 
nation-evoking, nation-invoking efforts of political entrepreneurs more or less 
likely to succeed?  
(Brubaker, 1996, p.6).   
 
Within the European Schools: Contact theory and intercultural education 
The European Schools is one of the few case studies in order to analyse, in practical terms, an 
intercultural, international and cosmopolitan educational system (Banks, 2012). As mentioned 
in the introduction of this thesis, the originality of the system is that it already exists, beyond the 
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theory. In that sense, it still seems surprising how little research has been conducted about it, 
both in the fields of multicultural and cosmopolitan education.   
 
I argue that there are two ways of tackling the argument made by some of the stakeholders 
about the link that exists between European Schools and the promotion and cultivation of a 
‘European’ inclusive identity. In chapter 3 I analyse in detail the curriculum in place arguing 
that the curriculum provides some empirical evidence validating some of the ‘contact theories’ 
put forward by Allport (1954), fifty years ago.  
 
Allport’s work (1954) analyses the relationship between prejudice and intercultural education. 
Interestingly, he doesn’t agree with an assumed positive effect between one and the other. On 
the contrary, he notes that intercultural activities ‘are probably more effective than merely 
learning or exhortation’. In other words, ‘while information is likewise essential, facts stick best 
when embedded in the soil of interested activity’ (Allport, 1954, p.511).  
How shall we sum up? Mere information, we concede, does not necessarily 
alter either attitude or action. What is more, its gains, according to available 
research, seem slighter than those of other educational methods employed. At 
the same time, there is virtually no evidence that sound factual information 
does any harm. Perhaps its value may be long delayed, and may consist in 
driving wedges of doubt and discomfort into the stereotypes of the prejudiced 
(Allport, 1954, p.486) 
 
What contact theory suggests is that information –in other words, the curriculum- can only 
change attitudes partially, at best. The real impact comes with direct ‘contact’ as described for 
example by Pettigrew and Tropp (2006). This assumption is precisely the one that previous 
researchers have used to explain the ‘originality’ of European Schools (see chapter 3). One of 
the main arguments is that the intercultural and ‘European’ character of the schools reside not 
only in their curriculum (transnational and cosmopolitan), but on the continuous contact that the 
pupils coming from different European backgrounds maintain on a day-to-day basis.  
 
This must be considered carefully, as the academic literature suggests that the progression from 
prejudice to assimilation is far from being automatic, and the process might well be reversible 
(Allport, op cit). The playground and the classroom in European Schools offer the sort of 
contact that seems to create this effect more durably. As Allport (op cit) warns, ‘the effect of 
contact will depend upon the kind of association that occurs, and upon the kinds of persons who 
are involved (…). In contrast to casual contacts, most studies show that true acquaintance 
lessens prejudice’ (Allport, 1954, p.262-264).  
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In the case of European Schools these theories are best applied to the field of patriotic or 
national attitudes. Fifty years after Allport’s  book on the nature of the prejudice, schools across 
several countries in Europe are still inculcating a certain exclusive patriotism, both in terms of 
citizenship rights (and duties) and political and democratic allegiances. Interestingly, Allport 
(op cit) mobilises several sources evidence showing that the ‘teaching of exclusive loyalty – 
whether to nation, school, fraternity, or family – is a method of instilling prejudice’ (Allport, 
1954, p.513).  
 
Does that mean that European Schools, because of their European spirit (both in terms of 
curriculum and schooling environment) foster a certain post-nationalist attitude in children? As 
pointed out in this study, the evidence is partially lacking. No research has been conducted 
regarding the attitudes and identities of children (the last survey was only a partial questionnaire 
in one of the schools in Italy as I mention in chapter 7). And even if such research existed, the 
link between the type of education received and the positive/negative impact on attitudes would 
have to be demonstrated.  
 
Outside the European Schools: European Citizenship Education  
Is there any evidence that the emergence of a European Citizenship Education could foster 
common shared loyalties? And in case there is, what parts of such education can be found 
across the educational establishments in Europe?  
 
The academic literature often refers to a particular set of practices and educational policies 
labelled as ‘citizenship education’. This notion, despite its multiple definitions and 
complexities, can be increasingly analysed not only from a national perspective, but also from a 
European one. In the case of the EU the literature often presents a positive argument about the 
utility of developing European citizenship education, mostly as a way to solve the democratic 
deficit of the European Union, as well as a way to foster common values, principles, 
participation and identification towards its supranational institutions.   
 
One initial precaution is that citizenship education remains extremely contingent on different 
national contexts. Teachers and educational policy-makers usually have completely different 
strategies. Wilkins et al (2010) compared a group of Turkish and English student teachers, and 
despite their initial agreement on the ‘importance’ of citizenship education, they showed how 
each group of teachers placed a strong emphasis on different features. In that sense, citizenship 
education may vary significantly from one country to another, depending on the national 
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curriculum organisation and the different cultural, political, societal and historical particularities 
(ibid).  
 
Bearing in mind such disparities, the question is to evaluate whether or not there is a common 
approach about how to implement ‘citizenship education’ at the European level. Rutkowski and 
Engel (2010, p.383) have argued that in the case of the EU this implementation is done 
indirectly, helped first of all by the development of ‘hard indicators on citizenship’, which then 
influence the policy agenda of each member state. As explained in the previous section of this 
chapter, this method corresponds to the way in which decisions are taken at the European level 
on education. Such decisions are ‘voluntary’ and they are implemented through the open 
method of coordination. The idea behind this approach is to consider that ‘once hard measures 
of citizenship are produced, they become an efficient truth that can be legitimated through 
evaluation and ranking’ (ibid). Some of these hard measures are evaluated through multinational 
large-scale assessments that include a specific ‘European’ section (such as for example the 
Civics Education Study – CivED, or the International Civic and Citizenship Education Study – 
ICCS). The interesting argument is to assume that these measures become a way to promote 
changes within national programmes without the need for a top-down political imposition (ibid).  
 
In a similar fashion Moos (2009) has analysed the tendency of ‘substituting hard forms of 
governance that are legally binding, with soft forms based on persuasion and advice’ (Moos, 
2009, p.398). This standpoint is also shared by Holford (2008), who studied the way in which 
this new ‘soft’ governance has been specifically implemented since the Lisbon Strategy in 2000 
by creating citizenship ‘indicators’ from which to extract and justify common guidelines and 
‘good’ practices for all member states. 
 
When examining this incipient tendency to develop European strategies for citizenship 
education there are two priorities that stand out: the promotion through education of ‘active 
citizenship’ and the promotion through education of ‘civic competence’.  
 
Ross (op cit) points out that there is some ‘consensus’ around the key elements of what an 
active citizenship education programme should look like (see also the work by Kerr and Ireland 
2004; Cleaver and Nelson, 2006). Those key elements can be divided basically into four groups: 
values and dispositions (teaching for instance principles such as Human Rights, introducing 
them in a cross-curricular approach); skills and competences (all the competences needed in a 
common civic and social community, such for example how to communicate, how to 
interact…); knowledge and understanding (about our specific political institutions for example); 
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and finally the group of elements about creativity and enterprise (transmitting and promoting 
more ‘individual’ virtues such ambition, imagination, autonomy…) (Ross op cit).  
 
Yet, the development of citizenship education around this notion of active citizenship has not 
been praised by all. Some scholars consider that a European Citizenship Education that focuses 
too much on the notions of ‘active citizenship’ and ‘civic competence’ has its limits. Biesta 
(2009) argues for example that there is a major danger in basing the notion of citizenship 
exclusively on functionalist and individualist rationales. His criticism is of particular interest 
considering the ‘functionalist’ approach that is currently implemented in the educational 
strategy of the EU, as I have discussed before in this chapter. For Biesta (Biesta, 2009, p.146) a 
citizenship ‘without the political and national “soul” provided currently within the nation-states 
is in great danger of transforming the notion into some sort of ‘consumerist good’.  
(…) There is a strong tendency within policy and research to define European 
citizenship as active citizenship, and to see civic and political learning in terms 
of the acquisition of the competences necessary for active citizenship. I have 
suggested this is only one possible articulation of citizenship (…). These 
problems (from this articulation) have to do with depoliticising tendencies 
within the idea of active citizenship, a too strong emphasis on consensus in the 
underlying conception of democracy, and a reduction of civic learning to a 
form of socialisation aimed at the reproduction of the existing socio-political 
order. (…). Against this, (…) the underlying idea is that citizenship should, 
first and foremost, be seen as a public identity and not as an individual one. 
Citizenship is about our political existence, our existence in the polis, that is, in 
the sphere of plurality and difference. This is why individualisation and 
domestication of citizenship runs the risk of undermining rather than promoting 
citizenship and civic action.   
(Biesta, 2009, p.154).   
 
Likewise, Marcela Milana (2008) has criticised the ‘reductive’ vision behind the current notion 
of ‘active citizenship’. Milana argues that all policies regarding citizenship education should not 
be aiming only at creating an ideal common functional identity, but also at promoting a more 
culturally sensitive society. She argues that ‘despite the rhetoric, the main concern of European 
policies resides primarily in the participatory element aimed at securing the stability of the EU’ 
(Milana, 2008, p.211).  
 
All these criticisms are particularly relevant when complemented with the theoretical work of 
Will Kymlicka (2009, 2001). Indeed, Kymlicka stresses a political and moral definition – in 
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contrast to a more functional one - regarding citizenship. His stance starts from the assumption 
that the 
health and stability of a modern democracy depends, not only on the justice of 
its ‘basic structure’, but also on the qualities and attitudes of its citizens: e.g. 
their sense of identity; their ability to tolerate and work together with others 
who are different from themselves; their desire to participate in the political 
process in order to promote the public good and hold political authorities 
accountable; their willingness to show self-restraint and exercise personal 
responsibility in their economic demands, and in personal choices which affect 
their health and the environment. Without citizens who possess these qualities, 
democracies become difficult to govern, even unstable.   
(Kymlicka, 2001, p.294).  
 
Curiously, the weak point of the argument defended by Kymlicka (op cit) and the authors 
quoted above, comes when confronted with the need to find this common ‘glue’ at the European 
level. In that sense Kymlicka himself recognises the paradox and contradiction of the novelty 
presented by the European integration process:  
neither the explicit emphasis on principles, nor the implicit emphasis on shared 
language and history, can explain social unity in multination states –one could 
argue that the EU could be compared somehow to a ‘multination state’. If 
schools are to fulfil their responsibilities regarding citizenship education, we 
need an entirely new account of the basis of shared identity in 
multinational states.   
[emphasis mine]  
(Kymlicka, 2001, p.314).   
 
Functionalist approach, shared loyalties?  
I have analysed in the previous two sections the evidence that could support some of the 
arguments about the role of education (within and outside the system of European Schools) in 
fostering common political and civic identities.   
 
The last argument I want to develop here is more in line with the current functionalist approach 
in European Education, namely, the role of ‘active citizenship’. The counterargument to the 
‘idealist’ approach defended by Biesta (op cit), Kymlicka (op cit) or Milana (op cit) has been 
synthetized by political scientists Hoskins and Crick (2010), the former being one of the leading 
researchers that was involved in formulating ways of assessing the idea of ‘active citizenship’ at 
the European level.  
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For them, the idea that the competences towards social and civic outcomes might be competing 
against key competences towards employability and economic outcomes is not entirely correct. 
Indeed, Hoskins and Crick (2010) argue that both sets of competences ‘are informed by a set of 
core moral values which themselves are grounded in a generic notion of responsibility for a 
sustainable social world’ (Hoskins and Crick, 2010, p. 122). Starting from a very specific 
definition of ‘competence’ -‘internal mental structures in the sense of abilities, dispositions or 
resources embedded in the individual in interaction with a specific real world task or demand’ 
(ibid) – Hoskins argues that the acquisition of a certain ability does not imply that this would be 
used ‘only’ for a certain ‘purpose’, but that the acquisition of abilities is multifunctional and 
transversal across social fields. Hoskins consequently responds to the major criticism towards 
‘active citizenship’ by arguing that ‘the dualism of the cognitive as opposed to the personal, 
affective and experiential is no longer tenable for education systems in the information age’ 
(Hoskins and Crick, 2010, p.124).  
 
This approach considers that the acquisition of all the ingredients necessary for developing a 
civic or social competence can be learned also through the acquisition of the competence of 
‘learning to learn’ – defined as the ‘ability to pursue and persist in learning, to organise one’s 
own learning, including through effective management of time and information, both 
individually and in groups’ (Hoskins and Crick, 2010, p. 127). ‘This holistic definition includes 
values, attitudes and dispositions and knowledge, skills and understanding, and incorporates the 
concept of self-awareness and agency’ (Hoskins and Crick, 2010, p.129).  
 
Hoskins uses the term ‘learning to learn’ to include all the elements that at the origin were not 
included in her much more functional definition of ‘active citizenship’. By connecting this 
overarching competence of ‘learning to learn’ –which could be defined as learning to be eager 
to learn - with her notion of ‘active citizenship’ she provides the opportune answer to the 
criticism that expects more values and more interpersonal skills and attitudes to be included 
when building citizenship education policies at the European level.  
 
Irrespective of the position taken in this academic debate, the discussion about what values and 
what competences should be transmitted through education at the European level needs to be 
qualified by the limited power of the EU in this field – as well as the marginal impact of the 
European Schools in the whole continent-. As explained in detail at the beginning of this 
chapter, the European Union remains an institutional body with a strict delimitation of 
responsibility in the field of education.  
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Of the eight key competences for lifelong learning only one of the competences listed – civic 
competence - is focused primarily on social, political and community education. Regarding the 
main programmes and initiatives of the Commission (Erasmus Mundus 2009-2013; Lifelong 
Learning Programme 2007-13; Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency; 
European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT); EURYDICE: Education Information 
Network; and Netd@ys Europe) none of them are ‘compulsory’. In that sense, any assessment 
of the European Union’s action in terms of education has to be contextualised with the limited 
power that the EU has in this area.  
 
The fact that the EU has limited responsibility in education makes the case of European Schools 
more relevant. The European Schools structure remains ‘intergovernmental’ in nature, but the 
decisions of the main governing body – the Board of Governors - are binding. The European 
Schools have the power to determine in practice the educational system that is implemented 
within the Schools. In that sense European Schools have developed some decision-making 
powers that the EU is only starting to attain.   
 
All in all, the brief review of academic literature in this chapter has suggested that the ways 
which education can influence attitudes and values are not straightforward. The argument 
defended by the European Parliament (more in tune with contact theories) as well as the 
arguments put forward by the rest of actors involved (more in tune with the field of European 
Education Citizenship and active citizenship) can only explain partially the impact of the 
European Schools in the formation of civic and political identities. This situation provides an 
interesting opportunity for further research, as I examine in detail in Chapter 7.  
 
In the first section of this chapter I have examined the vision that underpins the educational 
strategy of the European Union. I have first argued that the potential connection between 
education policy and the development of a ‘European identity’ is theoretically complex. Both 
the notions of ‘identity’ and ‘European identity’ are fluid, ambiguous and not easily measured. I 
have then examined the current academic debate regarding the evidence between education and 
identity formation. I have argued that, in the specific case of European Education, such debate 
remains constrained by the current limited powers of the European Union. The European 
Schools could be considered more ‘advanced’ regarding some of the dimensions of intercultural 
education (and their benefits), but this must also be nuanced by a very simple note: their 
presence remains marginal when looking at the broad educational picture in Europe.   
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Chapter 3: The curriculum at European Schools 
 
This chapter is devoted to presenting the curriculum of European Schools. The first section 
describes the content of the nursery, primary and secondary curriculum, emphasising the most 
‘European’ features (1). The first part of the chapter also examines the linguistic policy of the 
schools, by presenting the difference between language sections and the particular role given to 
the working languages.  
The second part of the chapter focuses on the striking pedagogical particularities associated with 
the curriculum of European schools. I describe the potential challenges regarding the 
multilingual policy at the core of the system. Finally, I present the main findings in the 
academic literature regarding the potential connection between European identity and European 
schooling (2).   
 
* 
 
1) THE EDUCATIONAL STRUCTURE OF EUROPEAN SCHOOLS  
 
Nursery   
The different national member states represented in the Board of Governors – the main 
governing body of the system, have agreed that nursery classes will cover two years, while the 
Primary School will be five years, and Secondary School will extend for seven years-.  
 
The nursery period has no curriculum in the strict sense, but ‘follows a framework plan, drawn 
up by the Board of Inspectors in cooperation with the nursery teachers and approved by the 
Board of Governors’ (Joint Teaching Committee, 2011). The structure for nursery education is 
based on ‘learning areas’, while remaining ‘holistic’. The values underpinning the curriculum of 
early education in the European Schools are strongly connected with the general values of the 
system. As set out in the official early education curriculum, those are: ‘human rights, equality, 
democracy, environmental sustainability, multiculturalism and respect for mother tongue (…) 
[as well as] responsibility, a sense of community and respect for the rights and freedom of the 
individual’ (Joint Teaching Committee, 2011, p. 2-3).  
 
It is of particular significance to note that the early education curriculum has an identifiable 
political vision associated with the type of education that is implemented in the European 
Schools.  
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The basis of European School education is European culture, the character of 
the country where the school is located as well as the unique culture existing in 
the schools. Education supports the development of the children’s linguistic 
and cultural identity, their part in the European School society, and in the 
global world. Education promotes tolerance, inter-cultural understanding and a 
European spirit. The European Schools are rich multi-linguistic and multi-
cultural environments which offer advantages and complex challenges to 
children’s learning and development.  
[Emphasis mine] 
(ibid).  
 
This vision is translated into practice through the guidelines set out in the official curriculum. 
Again, it is necessary to contextualize this point by recalling that the curriculum for the early 
education stage in the European Schools is formed only by guidelines. It is a general framework 
within which each European School has to build and propose a detailed programme and 
subsequent teaching strategies.  
 
There is a strong emphasis on management and cooperation between language sections in order 
to guarantee the coherence of early education provision throughout the system. The structure of 
the curriculum is detailed in the official guidelines published by the Board of Governors (ibid), 
and consists of four areas: Me and my body, Me as a person; Me and the others; and Me and the 
world. Such areas are basically based on the physical, psychological, social, cognitive and 
emotional development of the child.  
 
In the following table I briefly describe each area. I have included a column when some 
particular learning objectives are linked with the specific political vision associated with the 
European values at the core of the European Schools system. The table is built on my own 
analysis but it follows the official curriculum document of the schools (ibid).  
 
Table 1: Nursery curriculum 
[All emphasis mine] 
 
Learning area: definition Broad Objectives  Specific learning objectives 
linked with the promotion and 
development of ‘European 
spirit’ (when applicable)  
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ME AND MY BODY (…) (…) (…) 
ME AS A PERSON: The 
child develops awareness of 
his/her identity. He/she 
begins to understand and 
accept basic principles of 
morality and find moral 
values 
(…) c) Control actions and 
reactions; d) He/she is 
curious, interested and 
motivated to learn; e) 
Develops imagination and 
creativity  
Child develops the first 
learning-to-learn strategies. 
The child realises that learning 
enhances his own ability to take 
action and make decisions. 
[This is strongly linked with the 
current educational strategy of 
the European Union, which 
focuses on life-long learning 
objectives] 
ME AND THE OTHERS: 
The child learns to 
communicate and cooperate 
in a respectful and 
responsible way. He builds up 
and values his own cultural 
identity and those of others. 
 
(…) d) The child develops 
his/her citizenship, his/her 
understanding of codes of 
behaviour and agreed 
values and rules; e) Learns 
to respect and share his/her 
own cultural heritage and 
that of other children 
The child:  
(…) -accepts democratic 
decisions 
-discovers and develops a 
tolerant awareness of different 
cultures.  
-names some similarities and 
differences between other 
cultures and her/his own. 
-shows interest and 
appreciation in cultural 
diversity e.g. enjoys stories of 
different cultures. 
-meets people speaking 
different languages. 
-knows few key aspects of 
her/his own country and those 
of the others in the class and 
school. 
ME AND THE WORLD: The 
child develops his/her 
linguistic competences and 
skills.  
a) He/she becomes a 
confident and competent 
communicator (language 
development, speaking and 
listening are encouraged) 
The child:  
-begins to develop a common 
culture and identifies 
differences between cultures 
and countries. 
-knows some of Europe’s most 
MPhil Thesis 
D.Gutiérrez-Peris 
 
50 
 
famous characteristics and 
symbols. 
-knows some stories, songs 
and artistic works and can 
recite or sing some from 
Europe’s heritage or her/his 
own country’s heritage.  
 
 
Primary  
At the primary level, the pupil usually enters the language section corresponding to his/her 
mother tongue. Once admitted to the language section he/she follows the majority of the courses 
from a native teacher that speaks the same language – the teachers in European Schools are 
seconded from each educational national system. 
  
The courses taught in the mother tongue include: mathematics, physical education, music, art, 
‘exploring our world’ and religion/ethics. All of these courses have the same syllabuses across 
the different language sections; the only difference is that they are taught in different languages.  
 
Apart from these courses the primary curriculum is completed by the language courses, with 
their own specific syllabus. At the primary level pupils receive tuition of their mother tongue as 
well as tuition on a second language (L2).  
 
As detailed for the nursery level, the official documentation regarding primary level also shows 
the particular ‘European’ spirit that European Schools try to emphasise in their syllabuses. The 
current document marking the guidelines for primary education considers that one of the main 
purposes of the primary curriculum is to ‘give pupils confidence in their own cultural identity, 
the bedrock for their development as European citizens’ (Board of Governors, 2007a, p.2). The 
same document also specifies that European Schools should ‘encourage a European and global 
perspective overall, particularly in the human sciences’, as well as enabling the pupil ‘to become 
a European citizen’ (Board of Governors, 2007a, p.3).  
 
The following table is based on the different syllabuses for each course at the primary level. It is 
meant to illustrate in practical terms how the ‘European’ character of the Schools is translated in 
each curriculum. The table should be read in combination with tables 1 and 3, which illustrate 
the overall European essence of the curriculum at all levels (nursery, primary, secondary).  
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I have used several different documents for completing the following table (Board of Governors 
2012a, 2012b, 2002a, 2002b, 2001a).  
 
Table 2: Primary curriculum  
[emphasis mine] 
 
Name of the 
Course 
Overall objectives linked with the 
particular development of a 
‘European’ character among pupils 
Specific learning objectives which 
are meant to translate the ‘European’ 
vision of the Schools  
Discovering 
the world 
The purpose of the course is to 
guarantee a common approach to 
knowledge and education across all 
the section and in all European 
Schools. The outcome should be to 
create a responsible individual, a 
future European citizen, and 
informed consumer (…)  
As part of the socio-cultural 
curriculum for the 5th year, pupils 
will encounter the following themes 
-In the field of ‘Representations’, 
they will study the map of the 
European Schools in relation with 
local European institutions, as well 
as historical maps showing the 
development of the European 
Union. 
-pupils will study the evolution of 
professional sectors during the 20th 
century (mining, manufacturing, 
commerce, services), and the 
development of the EISC, the 
Common Market, the European 
Community and the EU.  
-Finally, in the field of 
‘responsibilities’, children will learn 
about the ‘European spirit’ (which 
is associated with the values of 
democracy, tolerance and 
solidarity).   
Non-
denominational 
ethics 
In the 5th year the curriculum for this 
course includes a section devoted to 
‘the pupil in the context of Europe’.  
The pupil discusses issues such as: 
working out the main ideas which 
bring together the EU member 
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countries, finding examples of what 
the EU has accomplished in terms 
of legislation on the manufacture of 
food, toys, devices, medication, 
etc… 
 
One of the courses most representative of the ‘European’ essence of the curriculum is ‘religion’. 
Children at the European Schools can attend four different religious courses (Protestant, 
Orthodox, Catholic, Islamic). Each course has its own specific curriculum, but there is a list of 
common objectives for all religion classes. Among the common objectives the official 
curriculums emphasize that the religion classes ‘implement a comprehensive education which 
principally searches for meaning and poses questions, drawing inspiration from cultural, 
religious, and humanist inheritance of Europe” such as defined in the Preamble of the Lisbon 
Treaty (…)’ (Board of Governors, 2012b, p.3).  
 
The other main course that suggests a clear intercultural dimension is ‘European Hours’. This 
course is considered of crucial importance. In the primary cycle European Hours is the only 
course –apart from the first foreign language L2- where children from different language 
sections come together. In that sense European Hours is the only official course when children 
put in practice the principle of ‘mixing’ different cultural backgrounds and different mother 
tongue. European Hours are therefore strongly connected with the vision that European Schools 
promote in order than the children ‘become accustomed from childhood to speak other 
languages, and absorb the combined influences of the different cultures which together make up 
European civilization’ (Board of Governors, 2001a, p.2). 
 
As stated in the syllabus of the course,  
European Hours, which constitute one of the fundamental features of the 
European Schools, are a non-disciplinary curricular area, offering an open-
ended and broad range of activities whose content is multidisciplinary. 
European Hours are also one of the few subjects in the ES providing an 
opportunity to mix and group together pupils of different nationalities and to 
get pupils to interact and work together and to communicate while engaged in 
common activities’ (…). ‘In addition European Hours are a subject likely to 
contribute to promotion of desirable harmonization between the language 
sections and greater awareness of and sensitivity to Europe’s heritage and the 
European dimension’. The official objectives mentioned in the syllabus 
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include: ‘development of a European identity/European spirit based on pupils’ 
own cultural identity (…), heightening of the European dimension idea’  
(Board of Governors, 2001a, p.3) 
 
European Hours are organised during the third, fourth and fifth year of primary, three times 
forty-five minutes per week.  
 
Secondary  
The secondary level in European Schools comprises 7 years. In the first three years all pupils 
follow a common course, called ‘Observation cycle’. The majority of the subjects will still be 
taught in the language corresponding to each language section.  
 
In the second year of Secondary School the learning of a second language – which was already 
an option at the primary level - becomes compulsory. In the third year all pupils attend the 
courses of geography and history in the foreign language they have chosen (which is often 
referred to in the system as the ‘working language’, or ‘langue véhiculaire’). The system offers 
three working languages (which correspond to the working languages of the European Union): 
French, English and German. I will examine later in more detail the issue of multilingualism.   
 
In years 4 and 5 the compulsory course in science includes physics, chemistry and biology, as 
well as mathematics. New options are made available from the fourth year, such as economics, a 
third foreign language and ancient Greek.  
 
The last two years, 6 and 7, form a unit leading to the European Baccalaureate. The compulsory 
courses include: mother tongue, L2, mathematics, a science, philosophy, physical education, 
history and geography. During the years of preparation for the Baccalaureate students have 
much more liberty to choose among a range of options, and they may decide to study some of 
the compulsory courses as a ‘two periods’ course or at the advanced level, as a ‘four period’ 
course.  
 
As I did for the nursery and primary level (see table 1 and 2) I have reviewed all the syllabuses 
for the level of secondary. I have highlighted in a table the striking and particular elements of 
the curriculum that supposedly promote the ‘European’ character of the educational programme. 
All the elements described as ‘European’ - for all three levels of schooling - will then be 
examined in detail in the last section of this chapter.  
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The table has been completed after reviewing several official documents (Board of Governors 
2010a, 2008, 2005a, 2004, 2003a, 2002c, 2001b, 2000a, 1998a, and 1998b).   
 
Table 3: Secondary curriculum 
[emphasis mine] 
 
Course  Specific learning knowledge linked with Europe  
Integrated social sciences 
(year 1, 2, 3) 
Year 2 geography: the main compulsory theme is ‘Europe and 
its diversity’. The pupils are expected to learn about ‘1. 
introduction to Europe – defining Europe, the EU, European 
topography…; 2. The European physical environment – 
rivers, mountains; 3.the human environment – the land, the 
big European cities; 4. Environmental issues – climate change, 
water, energy; 5. National/regional geography.  
Year 2 history: the main theme is ‘Europe and the world’. 
Pupils are expected to learn the ancient civilizations, the 
meeting of civilizations and national/regional history.  
In the year 3 one of the main themes of study in geography is 
‘The Mediterranean region’.  
In the year 3, one of the main themes of study in history is 
‘Ancient Greece and Rome’.  
History (years 4, and 5)  The 5 main themes studied include: (…) 3. Absolutism and 
Revolutions (European absolute monarchies, 
Enlightenment, the American and French Revolutions), 4. 
Social and Economic Change (industrial revolution in 
Europe), 5. Nationalism and Liberalism (Congress of Vienna, 
the changing map of Europe)  
History (year 6 and 7)  In year 6 the main themes studied include: (…) 5. The 
democracies in Europe and America to 1945 (including a 
study of at least one European democracy); 
In the year 7 the main themes studied include: (…) 5. Europe 
since 1945 (including post-war arrangements 1945-49; 
integration in Western Europe (EC-Maastricht); 
sovietisation and de-sovietisation of Eastern Europe after 
1949; Germany divided and united) 
Geography (year 4-5)  In year 4 and 5 there are no themes directly related with 
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Europe.  
Economics (year 4-5)  Economics is one of the classes where the ‘European’ essence 
of the curriculum is more visible.  
The official curriculum already states in the introduction of the 
overall objectives of the course that teachers will focus 
particularly on the European Union level. Moreover, in year 5 
the three main themes studied by pupils have a strong 
relation with the European institutions and the European 
economic policies. Such themes include: 1. Production of 
goods and services; 2. International trade – including 
identifying the role of international organisations such as WTO, 
IMF, World Bank, European Investment Bank, EU and G; 3. 
National economy – in particular how the European 
community and national governments can influence the 
economic and social life of countries.  
Economics (year 6-7)  Pupils taking economics in the last year of the secondary 
school are expected to learn most of the basics about the 
functioning of the European Union, in particular the functioning 
and the dilemmas surrounding its economic policy. For 
example, pupils are expected to ‘describe current 
developments in the EU’s economic role and its relationship 
with member states; describe and explain the aims of 
employment policy and show how national governments 
and the EU use the available policy instruments; describe 
and explain the aims of price stability policy at the 
European level and show how the European Central Bank 
and national governments use the available policy 
instruments; describe and explain the aims of counter-
cyclical policy and show how national governments and the 
EU use the available policy instruments’.  
In other words, pupils that have studied economics in the 
European Schools would finish the secondary level knowing the 
functioning of major European economic institutions such as 
the European Central Bank, or the European Commission. 
Moreover, the course is focused on explaining the divergences 
between member states, which aims to foster a regional 
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perspective, instead of a national one.  
 
 
Geography in year 7 deserves an analysis of its own. The main emphasis is clearly focused on 
the European Union. The teachers are also expected to give a background to the EU in terms of 
history and institutions; and to discuss the various ways in which Europe can be defined 
(including the natural environment, demography, industry and energy, rural environment, 
regional policies…).  
 
All these topics are framed from a European perspective. When studying for example the rural 
environment, the challenges are presented from the perspective of the Common Agricultural 
Policy framework. In the case of Transport, the limits and potential networks are not limited to 
the ‘national’ boundaries. On the contrary, they are framed from the perspective of the new 
networks established at the European level. How important is that in the mental construction of 
the children?  
 
Arts and Humanities have also a special place in the curriculum; following some of the recent 
theories put forward by Nussbaum (2010). As stated in the official syllabus, Music is of 
particular importance in the European Schools system. The course ‘has the responsibility for 
delivering one of the key objectives of the European Schools which is to provide young people 
with opportunities for creative endeavour and to promote an understanding of a common 
European heritage’ (Board of Governors, 2010a, p.2).  
 
Despite being confronted with the difficult task of establishing some connection between 
contact theories and the environment at the European Schools, this system seems to clearly 
implement some of the dimensions of multicultural education. In its theoretical framework, 
Banks (2012, p.1539) names five dimensions of multicultural education: content integration 
(using examples and content from a variety of cultures in the teaching); knowledge construction 
(teachers help students understand the implicit cultural assumptions); prejudice reduction 
(ethnic, social, economical, nationalist…); an empowering school culture; and finally, an equity 
pedagogy (where teachers modify their teaching in ways that will facilitate the academic 
achievement of students).  
 
Of those five dimensions, European Schools lead the way in at least two: content integration 
and knowledge construction. The curriculum is constructed in order to create an equality of 
esteem between the different European cultures. This is done, for example, by providing 
transnational examples in the geography or history courses at the secondary level (see tables 
MPhil Thesis 
D.Gutiérrez-Peris 
 
57 
 
above), or by providing at the early age several examples associated with a common ‘European 
culture’ (see tables above). Regarding the way teachers transmit knowledge (knowledge 
construction) it is very significant to note that the nationality of teachers does not correspond 
with the nationality of the class. In practice, this means that teachers adapt their discourse – 
consciously or unconsciously- to a transnational audience.  
 
The predominant role given to multilingualism is also one of the elements providing some 
answers about the ‘intercultural’ character of European Schools. As emphasised recently by 
Allemann-Ghionda (2012, p.1216) ‘multilingual education is regarded as a privileged path of 
intercultural education (…), their pedagogies are based on the assumption that acquiring a deep 
knowledge and an active command of languages other than one’s mother tongue has the effect 
of expanding the mind and enhancing intercultural competence’.     
 
Regarding this discussion the work by Race (2011, p.83) provides further arguments. Race 
(ibid) conducted several interviews with teachers around the globe about their strategies 
regarding multicultural education. The evidence showed that content per se was not necessarily 
the most relevant factor. ‘Teaching methods are as important as content and it is how teachers 
are given opportunities to develop their practice which matters, concerning how students debate, 
digest and form their own opinions’ (ibid). Interestingly, Race (ibid) points  to the need for the 
teacher to develop constantly new techniques regarding multicultural education, by encouraging 
them ‘to learn new methods and techniques such as applying comparative examples through 
teleconferences with the consequent benefit of children being able to communicate not just 
across Europe but the world’ (Race, 2011, p.85). Taking into account the curriculum provided 
in the European Schools it could be argued that the system provides, in situ, an answer to such a 
demand. 
 
In this section I have described and analysed in detail the specific content of the curriculum of 
the European Schools. I have included a summary table for each level of schooling (nursery, 
primary and secondary), stating the features that could be associated with the official purpose of 
developing a ‘European spirit’ among pupils. I have also described the particular linguistic 
policy of the schools, which differentiates between language sections, and the particular 
importance given to the working languages/langues véhiculaires. The section concludes that the 
most ‘European’ courses are History, Geography, Economics and Music, mostly for the two 
final years of schooling. The class of ‘European Hours’ is also particularly relevant at the 
primary level, as well as during the first years of secondary.  
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2) A MODEL OF A ‘EUROPEAN CURRICULUM’? 
 
In this final section I will examine the features that define the ‘European’ character of the 
education delivered in the European Schools.  
 
As discussed in detail in the previous section, the content of the curriculum of the European 
Schools has some particularities that are intended to transmit significant knowledge about 
Europe. The classes of geography, history, economics and music at the secondary level are the 
ones where this ‘European dimension’ is more accentuated. All of these courses include in-
depth studies about the climate, the frontiers, the population and the cultural diversity in the 
continent. The most striking example is the syllabus for Geography in year 7 which is almost 
entirely focused on European issues (see table 3).  
 
At the primary level the ‘European’ essence of the curriculum is basically limited to the 
continental perspective that permeates all the common courses, but most of all through the class 
of the ‘European Hours’. In one of the few academic books that have studied the European 
Schools in detail, the historian Desmond Swan (1996) attempted to categorise the type of 
curriculum implemented in the European Schools. Across Europe some educational systems 
have different approaches. Countries such as France, Italy, Spain, Portugal, Belgium or 
Luxembourg have been traditionally associated with a  more encyclopaedic approach. The 
emphasis  in those countries is more on breadth of  knowledge than on depth. In contrast to this 
knowledge-based approach other countries have developed a more humanist or naturalist 
approach. In those countries (which include Greece, Netherlands, Denmark, England, or 
Ireland), the processes of child development are put at the centre of educational strategies. 
Depth is privileged over breadth.  
 
Swan interestingly argues that when trying to classify the curriculum in relation to the 
educational traditions in Europe ‘each commentator must be understood as selecting one aspect 
of the Schools which strikes him as ‘different’, while betraying also the commentator’s point of 
view’ (Swan, 1996, p.39). About this same debate, Michael Hart (1992), one of the former 
headmasters of the schools, argues that ‘nearly everything in a European School represents a 
compromise between the twelve Member States [nowadays 28]: the timetables and the holidays, 
the class sizes and the teachers’ weekly teaching load, the criteria for promotion and the 
marking and evaluation systems’ (Hart, 1992, p.30).  
 
Despite this permanent quest for ‘equilibrium’ the curriculum remains quite encyclopaedic, in 
the way that the expectations are defined in terms of knowledge transmitted to the pupil. Skills, 
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competences and the individual needs of the children are more present in the nursery and 
primary curriculum, but tend to be minimised by  years 6 and 7 of the secondary school, which 
are the two years leading up to the European Baccalaureate. To paraphrase Swan (op cit), ‘one 
might hazard a description of the unified, harmonised curricula of the European Schools as 
having an encyclopaedic base, with a strong humanist and naturalist ingredients’ (op cit, p.43).  
 
One of the crucial questions regarding the curriculum is the possible relation that exists between 
knowledge and identity. Savvides, in her PhD research on European identity in the European 
Schools, reflected on this issue after speaking with several teachers, concluding that:  
Although there appears to be no link between being knowledgeable about 
Europe and having a European identity (Convery et al, 1997) teaching about 
Europe is a key part of adding a European Dimension to the curriculum. 
Furthermore, one would presume that since this is a ‘European School’, pupils 
would learn more about Europe than if they attended a state school. It is 
therefore surprising that teachers believe this is not the case. 
(Savvides, 2006a, p.122). 
 
Despite the account given by teachers, the amount of knowledge regarding Europe and the 
European Union seems significant in comparison with the  national education programmes, but 
this argument would  require a comprehensive comparative study with national curriculums.  
 
Multilingualism  
Multilingualism has been one of the distinctive features of the system for the last 50 years. 
Language is also the factor that best explains the genesis and the evolution of the system. As 
explained in the introductory chapter, the Schools were founded following a functional 
objective. Civil servants arriving in Luxembourg in 1953 wanted their children to retain their 
own cultural heritage. This was achieved by creating a system where the different children 
could learn in their mother tongue following the same standards as  in their country of origin. In 
that sense the history of the system illustrates that the principle that governs European Schools 
is language pluralism, not assimilation.  
 
The educational structure is based around multilingualism. Each school has a number of 
‘language sections’. At the nursery level each pupil joins the ‘language section’ corresponding 
with her/his mother tongue.  
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As there are now 28 member states in Europe, with a total of 23 official languages, the setting 
up of ‘language sections’ follows specific criteria. As set down by the Board of Governors, in 
order to open up a language section two conditions are required:  
-a minimum of 75 primary pupils from the 5th year after the opening of an European School 
-a minimum of 84 secondary pupils from the 7th year after the opening of an European School 
(Board of Governors, 2000b, p.6-8).  
 
For the calendar year 2012-2013, the language sections in the European Schools were the 
following ones (European Schools, 2012a):  
Note: the language codes used are BG = Bulgarian ; CS= Czech ; DA= Danish ; DE=German; 
EL= Greek ; EN=English ; ES= Spanish ; FI= Finnish ; FR=French ; HU= Hungarian ; IT= 
Italian; LT=Lithuanian ; NL= Dutch ; PL= Polish ; PT= Portuguese ; SV= Swedish.  
 
ALICANTE  TOTAL  
NURSERY  DE  EN  ES  FR  4  
PRIMARY  DE  EN  ES  FR  4  
SECONDARY  DE  EN  ES  FR  4  
 
 BERGEN  TOTAL  
NURSERY  EN  FR  NL  3  
PRIMARY  EN  FR  NL  3  
SECONDARY  EN  FR  NL  3  
 
 BRUXELLES I  TOT.  
NURSERY  DA  DE  EN  ES  FR  HU  IT  PL  8  
PRIMARY  DA  DE  EN  ES  FR  HU  IT  PL  8  
SECONDARY  DA  DE  EN  ES  FR  HU  IT  PL  8  
 
 BRUXELLES II  TOT  
NURSERY  DE  EN  FI  FR  IT  LT  NL  PT  SV  9  
PRIMARY  DE  EN  FI  FR  IT  LT  NL  PT  SV  9  
SECONDARY  DE  EN  FI  FR  IT  -  NL  PT  SV  8  
 
BRUXELLES III  TOT. 
NURSERY  CS  DE  EL  EN  ES  FR  NL  7  
PRIMARY  CS  DE  EL  EN  ES  FR  NL  7  
SECONDARY  CS  DE  EL  EN  ES  FR  NL  7  
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BRUXELLES IV  TOT. 
NURSERY  BG  DE  EN  FR  IT  NL  6  
PRIMARY  BG  DE  EN  FR  IT  NL  6  
SECONDARY  - DE EN  FR  IT  NL  5  
 
CULHAM  TOTAL  
PRIMARY  DE  EN  FR  3  
SECONDARY  DE  EN  FR  3  
 
FRANKFURT  TOTAL  
NURSERY  DE  EN  FR  IT  4  
PRIMARY  DE  EN  FR  IT  4  
SECONDARY  DE  EN  FR  IT  4  
 
KARLSRUHE  TOTAL  
NURSERY  DE  EN  FR  3  
PRIMARY  DE  EN  FR  3  
SECONDARY  DE  EN  FR  3  
 
LUXEMBOURG I  TOTAL  
NURSERY  DE  EN  ES  FI  FR  NL  PL  PT  SV  9  
PRIMARY  DE  EN  ES  FI  FR  NL  PL  PT  SV  9  
SECONDARY  DE  EN  ES  FI  FR  NL  PL  PT  SV  9  
 
LUXEMBOURG II  TOT. 
NURSERY  CS  DA  DE  EL  EN  FR  HU  IT  8  
PRIMARY  CS  DA  DE  EL  EN  FR  HU  IT  8  
SECONDARY  -  DA  DE  EL  EN  FR  -  IT  6  
 
MOL  TOTAL  
NURSERY  DE  EN  FR  NL  4  
PRIMARY  DE  EN  FR  NL  4  
SECONDARY  DE  EN  FR  NL  4  
 
MÜNCHEN  TOT.  
NURSERY  DE  -  EN  ES  FR  -  -  4  
PRIMARY  DE  EL  EN  ES  FR  IT  NL  7  
SECONDARY  DE  -  EN  -  FR  IT  NL  5  
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VARESE  TOTAL  
NURSERY  DE  EN  FR  IT  NL  5  
PRIMARY  DE  EN  FR  IT  NL  5  
SECONDARY  DE  EN  FR  IT  NL  5  
 
Three ‘langues véhiculaires’ have a special status: French, German and English. Pupils have to 
choose between one of these when they enter the second year of the secondary school, and they 
will keep their langue véhiculaire (L2) until the Baccalaureate. L2 will not be only a ‘language’ 
course; it will become the second working language of each pupil, since it is compulsory that 
pupils attend History and Geography classes in their working language.  
 
The status of the ‘working languages’ in the system has been a source of academic debate. Swan 
(op cit), for example, argues that ‘France, Britain and Germany already have their own network 
of Auslandsschulen or “schools abroad”, which offer their own nationals, at least in Brussels, an 
alternative, if often expensive, source of education in their mother tongue. But some of the 
smaller, as well as the more peripheral Member States provide no such alternative’ (op cit, 
p.13). Swan’s argument consists in defending the idea that the languages that are getting more 
benefit from the language policy of European Schools are precisely the ones that are not 
véhiculaires. Indeed, the fact that European Schools aim ideally to offer language sections in all 
the languages spoken throughout the European Union offers the chance to the parents coming 
from all Member States to enrol their children in their ‘language section’, without depending on 
the setting up of a ‘Polish school’ or a ‘Spanish school’ in Brussels. Yet, as described in the 
previous section, the offer in terms of diversity is much more limited in practice than in theory. 
Not all European Schools include all the language sections for all official languages of the 
European Union. The opening up of those sections needs to meet  a set of specific criteria, as 
mentioned above. The outcome is that the average number of language sections is 4 or 5 in each 
European School, except in the Brussels or Luxembourg Schools, where language sections can 
amount up to 7, 8 or 9.  
 
This has created the need to integrate the pupils who do not have their own language section. 
Such group of students are called ‘SWALS’ – Students Without a Language Section. SWALS 
pupils have to attend one of the language sections available, while receiving a separate course 
for their mother tongue. The difference is that during the primary and secondary level they only 
receive one class in their mother tongue, the rest of the courses being taught with the language 
of the section into which they have chosen to integrate. The gradual expansion of the EU and 
the subsequent inclusion of more than a dozen official languages since 2004 represents one of 
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the main challenges for the future of the system of European Schools. I will examine this in 
detail in chapter 6.   
 
Shore and Finaldi (op cit) have argued in favour of the language policy of the schools. In their 
study, they argue  that  
(…) although officially portrayed as a matter of language development 
strategies, perhaps the most noteworthy aspect of this [language policy] is that 
the teacher will hardly ever share the same nationality with his/her pupils. At 
the heart of this decision seems to be an explicit attempt to separate nationality 
from the teaching of sensitive subjects such as History [or Geography].   
(Shore and Finaldi, 2005, p.31).  
 
Swan (op cit) has also looked at the use of the langues véhiculaires as an integral part of the 
linguistic structure. He states that ‘teaching History to non-compatriots may well compel the 
teachers to question assumptions which never needed questioning on home ground, in order to 
ensure that the standpoint taken is free of national bias’ (Swan, 1996, p.51-2).  
 
Quoting one of the teachers, Shore and Finaldi (op cit) illustrate how the requirement of 
teaching pupils from different nationalities has changed the teaching methods.  
You try to include various elements of the history of each nation in your 
courses, including particular key moments, so that nobody feels left out… I 
guess the other thing we do is implementing a holistic European point of view 
rather than a national one. One other thing; we try to select themes or topics 
which are appropriate to the topics of the ES, and that have a European 
dimension.  
(op cit, p.31).   
 
Yet, when examining the textbooks used in European Schools this need to develop a ‘European’ 
sensitivity is more a matter of the teacher than the tools available. Textbooks are mainly the 
same ones used in ‘national’ systems. In that sense it is up to the teachers to develop some sort 
of ‘ought to be’ approach when teaching history and geography from a transnational 
perspective.  
This “it ought to be” is something genuinely felt by teachers, but it remains, 
nonetheless, a slogan that has to be interpreted and put into practice. It is quite 
clear to the teachers that they are reducing, rather than developing and 
extending, the premises from which they start. What they seem to be saying is 
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that it is not just about teaching British history in a European context, or 
including a bit of history from all the countries currently in the EU.  
(Shore and Finaldi, 2005, p.32).  
 
One of the main criticisms regarding the language policy in the Schools was presented by 
Finaldi-Baratieri (2000), after spending seven months studying and visiting different centres. 
Finaldi-Baratieri pointed out how the principle of ‘equality of esteem’ between different 
languages is more difficult to achieve in practical terms than in theory. In her view, the policy of 
langues véhiculaires illustrates how European schools can be more ‘nationalistic’ than the 
official discourse:  
This policy evidenciates how languages reflect in themselves the different 
cultural, political and economic power of various nations. Significant in this 
sense is that while English was adopted by the European Schools before the 
UK joined the Union, Spanish, a similar world-widespread language has not  
acquired the status of ‘langue véhiculaire’ even after Spain joined the Union 
(…). Certainly financial limitations are of fundamental importance, but in 
having to make a selection the School had to choose their parameters.   
(Finaldi-Baratieri, 2000, p.27).  
 
More interestingly, she argues that the working language policy testifies,  
at the micro-level, the force and power exerted by the EU’s ‘core’ Member 
States. ‘This tendency is very important in shedding light on the dynamics of 
power which maintains the extent of pluralism present in these Schools, 
otherwise presented by these institutions as the harmonious outcome of a 
“United Europe”. 
(Finaldi-Baratieri, 2000, p.28-29).  
 
Indeed, the system is imperfect when implementing the ‘theoretical’ equality of esteem between 
languages. Behind the plurality offered, the reality is much more constrained and limited. Shore 
and Finaldi (op cit) in their article use the Orwellian metaphor to express the idea that in 
European Schools all languages are equal, but some are more equal than others. It seems an 
appropriate metaphor. And yet, despite the imperfect translation into practice of the theoretical 
principle at the basis of the multilingual policy of the schools, the educational offer in terms of 
language diversity remains higher than the offer in the rest of educational systems in Europe.  
 
Despite these limits, the language policy still illustrates something unique: the political will to 
expand the system to all European languages. If the criteria are fulfilled, the system will need to 
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open a ‘Bulgarian’ section, or a ‘Latvian’ one – indeed, the system has done so for 2013-14. 
The question for the future of the Schools is how to maintain and guarantee such diversity of 
language sections. If the language policy becomes more and more only a question of ‘French, 
English and German’, it could be argued that European Schools would not be that different from 
current educational systems that are already bilingual. Even in some of the big European cities, 
such as London, Paris or Berlin, bilingualism is already a social reality. In that sense it is 
plausible to think that if European Schools gradually lose the ‘equality of esteem’ and the 
‘plurality’ that has structured its multilingual education, the system will dilute one of its main 
strengths. I will come back to this point in chapter 6.  
 
Transmitting European identity?   
The first element that needs to be emphasised when discussing the eventual transmission of 
‘European identity’ through education is that this notion does not have a clear definition. As 
discussed in the previous chapter, the concept of ‘identity’ is particularly fuzzy and subjective.  
 
It is necessary to recall here that my theoretical approach to the notion is from a constructivist 
standpoint. The evidence suggests that all ‘identities’ are not natural, or essential, but social 
constructions, and therefore are subject to a permanent change and evolution.  
 
Regarding the study of ‘European identity’ in European Schools, the topic has been scarcely 
studied, with the exception of the work by Nicola Savvides (2006, 2006b, 2009, 2009b). After 
spending four years working for her PhD on European Schools, Savvides’ main argument is that 
pupils’ sense of European identity is encouraged indirectly through the many opportunities the 
schools provide for these children to integrate and to interact with one another. At the same time 
she acknowledges how there is ‘generally little guidance and few examples of how a European 
identity might be developed through incorporating a European Dimension to education’ 
(Savvides, 2006a, p.115). Her definition of a ‘European dimension’ in education includes 
learning languages, understanding the culture, history and geography of other Member States, 
becoming aware of European values and learning about rights and responsibilities as European 
Citizens (ibid).  Savvides’ conclusion is that the development of the so-called ‘European 
identity’ within European Schools takes place foremost through a process of social exchange.  
 
This argument is supported by the main idea emerging from the various interviews she 
conducted with teachers. For these teachers, the ‘European spirit’ of the system is developed 
more indirectly than directly, and ‘many mentioned that rather than the school consciously 
striving to instil a sense of European identity in pupils, it is achieved indirectly because it is 
inherent in the system’ (Savvides, 2006a, p.117). Some of those teachers argue that the 
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‘unconscious day to day communication really gives them [the pupils] a feeling of European 
identity and they learn to accept and respect each other’s differences’ (Savvides, 2006a, p.118).  
 
The ‘comparative’ argument is also endorsed by the fact that in classes all topics are discussed 
in a cross-European perspective. Regarding the sociological argument, one of the teachers 
quoted by Savvides suggested that  
just the very fact that they are working alongside the students from the other 
sections is probably the most important thing because they are sharing 
experiences with people from other countries. I think that’s stronger than us 
trying to make them feel European by imposing the syllabus upon them.  
 (Savvides, 2006a, p.119).  
 
Writing for a paper in the journal Conference in 1980, Michael Hart (1980), ex-headmaster at 
the European School in Luxembourg, also endorsed a similar argument. Hart pointed out that 
‘in the end the European character of these schools derives less from planned teaching than 
from unplanned daily contacts in corridors, classrooms and dining hall; on sport fields, on the 
stage and on school trips. It is lived rather than taught’ (Hart, 1980, p.17). More recently, in 
2004, Ludwig Haas (2004), a former counsellor at the same School in Luxembourg, wrote in the 
internal magazine of the European Schools that the  
European’ character of the system was emphasized by the ‘extracurricular 
activities’, such as trips for ski, or to the seaside. For him, semi-formal 
activities that are traditionally organised in the European Schools (such as 
Eurosport, European cultural days or European Parliament/European Council 
models) are one of the main ‘factors’ of Europeanization.  
 (Haas, 2004, p.81).  
 
All these arguments endorse the idea that activities where pupils come together are of vital 
importance. Such activities could include for example extracurricular activities, or even the time 
in the playground. They represent moments of leisure where the interaction among pupils from 
different nationalities becomes natural.  
 
Following such an argument it would be interesting to evaluate how the pupils would get to 
organise a ‘film club’, or any other leisure activity involving cultural aspects. Which films 
would come out as ‘representative’ among a group of mixed European nationalities? How 
would the children decide on the content of such leisure activities?  
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The activities that promote the organisation of political and model simulations are also 
particularly interesting topics for academic research. The simulation of the ‘European 
Parliament’ that the system of European Schools organises every year might be a good place to 
study the political representations of this particular group of pupils. Are they merely copying the 
arguments and rationales of current politics, or, on the contrary, are they  proposing a different 
representation of common and shared interests at the European level?    
 
At the primary level the class of European Hours is intended precisely to promote and 
encourage social contact between different national and language sections. The main goal in that 
class is not necessarily to transmit a specific curriculum, or to evaluate particular learning 
objectives. During the European Hours the purpose is to bring together the children from 
different sections, in order to deliberatively break down linguistic barriers. The reality of these 
classes, as indicated by Swan, is often that the teacher may communicate in one language, 
‘while the pupils speak to each other in one or more different languages; sometimes, indeed, the 
teacher may not have any language in common with some of the pupils, resulting in problems of 
control and little learning’ (Swan, 1996, p.46).  
 
The issue of what makes European Schools ‘European’ requires further research, in particular 
regarding the pupils’ own perceptions. One of the few questionnaires that have been conducted 
among students – titled ‘Ascolto’ - was conducted in the Varese School in the 90s. The results, 
quoted by Shore and Finaldi (op cit, p.35), seem to endorse the argument that the ‘Europeaness’ 
of the system is expressed first of all through sociological considerations:  
[the questionnaire] show how 50-80 per cent of respondents agreed that “this is 
a European School above all because teachers and students come from the 
countries of Europe”, while “the school prepares you to become a citizen of 
Europe” was chosen by very few (less than 20-30 per cent). Similarly, if the 
pupils had a say in the Schools’ aims the majority would opt for “preparing 
people for university and/or the world of work”, while only 10 per cent would 
choose “the developments of the social and moral characteristics of citizenship.  
(ibid).  
 
Besides this distinctive sociological feature it is useful to mention the conclusions of Savvides’ 
study. After the different interviews she was able to build a list of the main elements that in her 
opinion accounted more importantly for the transmission of a certain ‘European identity’ in the 
Schools:  
interactions of pupils from diverse European backgrounds both in and out of 
class; learning of several European languages; content and Language Integrated 
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Learning in social sciences subjects; participation in Europe-related extra-
curricular activities including schools trips and exchanges; pro-European 
attitudes of the teachers and of pupils’ parents who get involved in the school; 
bringing a European Dimension to the subjects taught where appropriate (…).  
(Savvides, 2006a, p.126).  
 
In all cases the debate about  European identity in the system poses the fundamental question 
about the importance of the ‘sociological diversity’ of the schools. If this diversity is considered 
part of the learning process on its own, and if this particular sociological background seems to 
be fundamental to the development of some sort of ‘European spirit’, then the question is: can a 
European School, with the same curriculum, the same ethos, and the same values, but without 
this  pupil and teacher diversity, encourage and transmit some of the elements perceived as an 
integral part of the so-called ‘European identity’?  
 
This  is a central  issue when studying the opening up of the system. The possibility of 
accrediting European Schools in other cities than Brussels and Luxembourg is less complicated 
than achieving the degree of cultural and linguistic diversity that makes the European School so 
special. I will come back to this question in chapter 6. 
 
Throughout this section I have focused on the striking pedagogical particularities of European 
Schools. I have first mentioned the debate about the type of curriculum in relation with the more 
encyclopaedic or humanist tradition. The structure suggests a more humanist approach for the 
nursery and primary level and a more knowledge-based approach for the secondary. I have then 
described the language policy of the schools. I have argued that the principle of equality of 
esteem between all European languages is challenged in practice by the status given to the 
working languages. From an institutional point of view the intrinsic multilingualism at the base 
of the system is challenged by the existence of certain criteria to justify the opening up of 
language sections and the subsequent difficulty of dealing with students without their own 
language section. Finally, I have studied the potential connection between European identity 
and European schooling. The academic literature on  this topic suggests that the transmission of 
European identity is done, mainly, through indirect channels, in particular through interaction 
among pupils from different cultural backgrounds, and from the sociological diversity that 
exists across the system.  
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Chapter 4: The road to the reform  
 
The process leading to the implementation in 2009 of the Reform of the European Schools can 
be analysed over a period of almost 10 years. This chapter focuses on the elements that 
influenced the final text of the Reform. First, I present the main steps of the process, from the 
European Parliament resolution in 2002 to the final agreement in 2009 (1). I then examine the 
motivations of each institutional actor involved through a scrutiny of the policy and working 
documents published (2). The third and final part of the chapter is devoted to reflecting on the 
balance of power between each institution involved, and the potential battles over the political 
responsibilities  held by each one (3). The chapter includes a summary table – Table nº4 - 
organised chronologically, listing all the key policy documents of the Reform.  
 
* 
 
1) THE ROAD TO REFORM 
 
Historical background  
Since the official establishment of the first European School, in 1957, the first purpose of this 
educational system has been to allow the children of civil servants of the European 
Communities working abroad to receive an equivalent education to that of their countries of 
origin. The idea was to create a system that allowed children to remain connected with the 
educational standards of their member states. The primary concern that inspired the founders 
was to establish an educational system that respected the ‘national’ identity of the pupil, by 
allowing them to speak and learn their mother tongue, as well as receiving the same curriculum 
implemented at the national level. In that sense the principle of the system was not to ‘de-
nationalise’ the pupils; quite the contrary. The official political vision behind the European 
Schools was, and still is, to guarantee that each child receives the same educational standards as 
in their home country, irrespective of the fact that their parents have been requested to move to 
Brussels or Luxembourg for professional reasons. It is worth noting that since the beginning the 
curriculum of the European Schools was different from the one implemented in each country. 
 
In 1953, the creation of such an educational system was considered one of the fundamental 
incentives to attract the minimum number of civil servants for the new-born European Coal and 
Steel Community. The virtually non-existent mobility among workers in Europe as well as the 
risks associated with the revolutionary idea of European integration meant that the option of 
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working for the European communities was not a straightforward choice. Mobility between 
countries was particularly low. If the European Communities wanted to create the right 
incentives to attract some civil servants to the capital of the new structure – mainly Luxembourg 
and Brussels - they needed initiatives to protect the interests of this particular category of 
workers. From this perspective, one of the principal concerns was to provide a system to 
guarantee that the children of civil servants could reintegrate into their national educational 
systems when returning to their home country. In other words, there was a need to provide an 
educational system where the children, despite being ‘abroad’, could keep their educational 
development up to date with the educational requirements in their homelands.  
 
The new ingredient was that whilst pursuing this first objective, the founders of the system of 
European Schools took the opportunity to put all national groups of pupils in the same 
establishment. While respecting and protecting the specific cultural background of each child 
the goal was also to allow them to flourish in a multicultural environment.  
To this extent, and while solving a practical problem for their own officials, the 
founders aimed also to extend the formal education of the young beyond the 
arena of the nation state, whose moral, political and cultural well-being were 
hitherto both its source and service, and to locate it in a higher plane of 
supranational culture and consciousness; not to supplant but to supplement 
local and national identities with a European one.  
(Swan, 1996, p. 30).   
 
With this dual purpose in mind, the historical structure of the Schools has been organised 
around different ‘language sections’. In each language section, children from the same cultural 
background receive their basic education in their mother tongue, from a detached teacher from 
the corresponding member state.  
 
The following sub-sections analyse in more detail how the system has approached the reform 
since the early 2000’s.  
 
The schematic chronology of events can be drawn as follows:  
 
2002: The European Parliament introduces the proposal to ‘open up’ the European 
Schools and advocates changing the raison d’être of the system (European Parliament, 
2002).  
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2004: The European Commission launches a broad discussion about the system with 
all stakeholders (European Commission, 2004).  
 
2005:  
-April: The working groups set by the Board of Governors agree on the educational 
criteria for expanding the model of ‘European Schooling’ (Board of Governors, 2005b).  
-April: The working groups set by the Board of Governors agree on an ‘accreditation 
system’ to allow third schools to provide European Schooling. The first experimental 
‘accredited schools’ start to be set up (ibid).  
-September: New Resolution of the European Parliament pushing for the option of 
widening up the system (European Parliament, 2005).  
 
2006:  
-May: Conference organised by Vice-President of the European Commission Sim 
Kallas, with national ministers of education (European Schools, 2006). The Conference 
marks the initial political agreement at the ministerial level regarding the Reform of the 
European Schools.  
-November: Presidency conclusions of the Ministerial meeting on the future of the 
European Schools en marge of the EU Education, Youth and Culture Council. Political 
agreement between ministers (Council of the European Union, 2006).     
 
2009: the ‘Reform’ of the European Schools is adopted by the Board of Governors 
(Board of Governors, 2009).  
 
This very simplified overview of the process already gives an approximate idea of the role 
played by each institution. I have not mentioned the significant actions taken by other 
stakeholders, such as the parents’ association, nor  the advice by experts through the publication 
of specific reports. The complete list of actions undertaken through those years can be explored 
in detail in the table 4, at the end of this chapter. For the concrete steps regarding the setting up 
of the accreditation procedure, see Chapter Five.  
 
When studying the ways in which the documents followed each other all institutions point to the 
European Parliament as the initiator of the process, both in 2002 and 2005. The resolutions 
approved in those years can be considered as the political trigger of the Reform. The reasons 
and motivations will be explored in detail later in this chapter, but the main conclusion is that 
the Parliament was moved mainly by political and economic considerations. Considering that 
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there is no official hierarchy between the European Parliament and the intergovernmental 
system of European Schools this degree of involvement is particularly relevant.  
 
Once the political argument of ‘widening up’ the system was made, the rest of institutions 
followed, especially the Board of Governors. The European Schools system remains of an 
intergovernmental nature. In this kind of framework the main governing body is the Board of 
Governors, formed by all the education ministers of the EU, together with one representative 
from the European Commission, one from the parents and one from the staff committee. The 
work of the Board of Governors is supported by working groups, which are set up to deal with 
specific issues.  
 
Since 2002 different working groups have been paving the way for the reform. During this 
period the proposals made by three working groups have particularly influenced the position 
adopted by the Board of Governors. Those groups are: 1) the ‘Troika Working Group II – 
European Baccalaureate and Cooperation with other Schools’ (which worked between 2003 and 
2006); 2) the ‘Working Group on the Future of European Schools’ (which worked between 
2005 and 2006); and finally 3) The ‘Accreditation of Schools’ working group (which worked 
from 2007 and then was renamed in 2008 as the ‘Reform’ working group).   
 
The different reports published by these working groups are essential in order to understand the 
origin of the policies that have been adopted with the Reform. The ways in which the system of 
accreditation works, or the criteria that allows a national school to present itself as providing 
‘European Schooling’ are both elements that emerged from the Board of Governors. In that 
sense, despite the fact that the governing body could be judged as less proactive – compared 
with the political leading role of the European Parliament, it is undeniable that the rhythm and 
the final outcome of the reform is mainly the product of the Board of Governors. 
 
The third main institution involved in the process was the European Commission. Significantly, 
the input and degree of implication of the Commission throughout the process has been often 
criticized by parents’ representatives as well as in the resolutions of the European Parliament.  
 
In 2002, the European Parliament (European Parliament, 2002) stated that the chamber would 
‘appreciate if the Commission would take a more pro-active approach, which means that it 
should inform the budgetary authority in a more timely manner about on-going developments’ 
(ibid). Similarly, in 2004 and 2005 both Interparents and the Assocation de Parents des Écoles 
Européenens – the main bodies representing the Parents - stated their doubts about the 
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commitment and the capacity of the European Commission to defend the educational quality of 
the system (Interparents, 2005; Association de Parents des Écoles Européennes, 2004).  
 
Putting aside those criticisms, the European Commission played a vital role in 2006, by 
promoting and bringing together the ministers of education in the conference in Noordwijk 
(European Schools, 2006). Nevertheless, the study of policy documents between 2002 and 2013 
reveals that the position of the European Commission is more ambiguous than the position of 
the European Parliament or the Board of Governors. Paradoxically, the Commission is the 
European institution that has historically stronger interests regarding the future of European 
Schools.  
 
2) A PLETHORA OF MOTIVATIONS 
 
European Parliament  
The official position of the European Parliament can be scrutinized through examination of 
resolutions, debates, oral questions, and even the hearings organised by a particular political 
group (as  happened in March 2009 when the European People’s Party organised a hearing on 
European Schools by the MEP Erna Hennicot-Schoepges). All of these documents are listed in  
Table 4, at the end of this chapter.  
 
The reasons, justifications and motivations that have been invoked by the European Parliament 
regarding the European Schools reform are highly political.  
 
The resolution of the European Parliament in 2002 emphasizes that ‘the existence of the schools 
as a condition sine qua non for the well-functioning of the European body has become 
exaggerated and that the current ‘raison d’être’ should be expanded to take into account the 
schools’ “European Value Added”’ (op cit). The argument behind this statement is that 
European Schools should not be regarded as mere functional tools providing a service to civil 
servants, but on the contrary, they should be increasingly considered as an original system 
fostering the kind of ‘European education’ that the European Parliament considers desirable. 
 
The same resolution also justifies the opening up of the European Schools as a way to 
strengthen the development of ‘European identity’ among pupils. The resolution, in its third 
point, considers that the ‘European Schools foster a stronger sense of European identity and 
that, therefore, the maintenance of existing European schools or the foundation of new ones 
constitutes a positive step towards European integration’ (ibid).   
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The resolution of 2005, written by a different rapporteur but defending the same line of 
argumentation, includes an invitation to ‘the responsible authorities in the Member States to 
consider the merits of making the European Baccalaureate more widely available as a school 
leaving certificate outside the European Schools’ (European Parliament, 2005). 
 
This highly political vision of the goals and objectives of the European Schools is accompanied 
by the logical demand to change the current system that classifies the pupils in categories.  
 
Currently, the system separates the pupils into three categories (I: pupils of civil servants; II: 
pupils of people working for companies that have signed an agreement with the Board of 
Governors; and III: the rest of pupils). The demand to stop what the European Parliament has 
repeatedly considered a ‘discriminatory classification’ seems logical if we follow the reasoning 
that European Schools serve a higher purpose than to serve the children of civil servants. Most 
significantly, the position of the European Parliament regarding the opening up of European 
Schools is based on the idea that the education on offer should be available to all, with the same 
opportunities. In other words, the position supports the argument that European Schools should 
act as European public schools. 
 
Between 2002 and 2009 the European Parliament has defended two other arguments regarding 
the need to reform the system. One is related to  the specific changes that the whole European 
Union has undergone in recent years, and the other is linked with budgetary issues.  
 
Regarding the first of these arguments, the European Union has been confronted with a major 
transformation in the last 10 years: the expansion of the EU to include 10 new countries in 2004 
and two more in 2007. The accession of those countries marked a turning point for the way in 
which European Schools were organised. In some cases it became impossible to guarantee that 
all children in the system would be educated in their mother tongue.  
 
Significantly, the years before and after the expansion  were also marked by an increase in terms 
of student mobility across Europe, as well as by the increased effects of the dynamics provoked 
by globalization. The resolution of the European Parliament in 2005 echoed both elements when 
it reiterated its conviction ‘that the increasing exchange of students between European 
universities, the globalization of world economy and the high intrinsic value of the European 
Baccalaureate justify its wider spread’ (European Parliament, 2005).  
 
The second argument put forward by the European Parliament is related to a budgetary issue, 
and should be analysed as part of the internal battle of responsibilities between different 
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European institutions. As explained in the Introduction, the European Commission is 
responsible for contributing to the budget of European Schools with a balancing subsidy.  
 
This subsidy has been fundamental, amounting to more than 50% of the annual budget of the 
European Schools. As laid down by the European treaties, the European Parliament has some 
powers of supervision over the way in which the European Commission spends its money, 
particularly when we are speaking about non-compulsory expenditure. The subsidy that the 
European Commission allocates to the European Schools is precisely ‘non-compulsory 
expenditure’, and therefore, the Commission needs the approval of the European Parliament.  
 
The resolution of the rapporteur Bösch in 2002 bases its argumentation around this issue, in a 
very pressing matter:  
what the Board of Governors and the Commission should do (in their own 
interest!), is to present a fully-fledged financial and budgetary report about both 
the creation of each new school and also for each decision with considerable 
multi-annual budgetary implications, such as enlargement.  
 (European Parliament, 2002).  
 
Some paragraphs later, the rapporteur goes even further, when stating that  
either the deciding body (Board of Governors) should pay, with the Member 
States then having to pay in full for the schools; or, the paying body (mainly 
the budgetary authority) decides, with the Union then having decisive powers 
concerning the schools.  
 (ibid).  
 
This argument is vital to understand the bargaining power  of the European Parliament, as well 
as possibly explaining how an institution without any apparent relation with the Board of 
Governors becomes central for the subsistence of the system. Without the subsidy of the 
Commission, the system would collapse in budgetary terms, and without the involvement of the 
European Parliament such subsidy might well be jeopardized.  
 
The argument of the European Parliament is quite straightforward: if the European Union pays, 
then the system should progressively change its intergovernmental nature in order to become a 
supranational structure, under the responsibility of European institutions. In other words, ‘to 
bring to an end the present discrepancy between the legislative provisions, that are of an 
intergovernmental nature and the budgetary provisions, which are in part of supranational 
(community) character’ (European Parliament, 2002).   
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European Commission 
Following the arguments that have been echoed in the European Parliament, the position of the 
European Commission might seem somewhat contradictory. Indeed, the policy analysis of 
official documentation confirms that the Commission does not want to change the 
intergovernmental nature of the European Schools system. Already in  its communication of 
2004, the Commission stated that  
the responsibility for the curriculum, school inspections and the organisation of 
the European Baccalaureate (currently the responsibility of the Board of 
Governors and the Board of Inspectors) should remain principally the 
responsibility of the Member-States.   
 (European Commission, 2004, p.3).  
 
In that sense the main argument of the Commission is to place the responsibility of expanding 
the system in the hands of the member states. In 2008, when appearing at the Oral Debate in the 
Parliament, the Vice-President of the European Commission, Sim Kallas, defended the 
following stance:  
I know that there are a lot of interested schools, but the national 
authorities in many countries have not shown enough enthusiasm about 
this project, which can be a step forward and which can really then be 
positive mark for the European Baccalaureate. This a symbol of Europe. 
The European Baccalaureate and European education is one element of our 
architecture.  
 [emphasis mine] 
 (European Parliament, 2008).  
 
Such a remark shows the difference between the European Commission and the European 
Parliament. While the Parliament wants to increase the prerogatives of the European institutions 
in the system based on a pro-European political argument, the Commission prefers to remain in 
a supportive role, delegating the final responsibility for the opening up to the Member States.   
 
In fact, the main argument invoked by the Commission is of a very different nature and it 
focuses on the subsidy that the Commission reimburses to the system. Within the process of the 
Reform the Commission clearly stated that one of its main priorities was to readjust its 
economical contribution, pointing out that the objective is to ‘provide good value for money to 
the EU institutions and the European taxpayers’ (European Commission, 2005, p.15). In other 
words, to ‘allow the EU budget to be better focused on its target priority according to the 
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European Schools convention, i.e. the education of children of EU staff’ (European 
Commission, 2005, p.11).  
 
Consequently, in face  of the idealistic argument put forward by the European Parliament, the 
European Commission has maintained a more pragmatic and self-centred strategy throughout 
the process of the Reform: spend less  – and better, support the opening up because of the new 
decentralized agencies of the EU, and leave the political responsibility of ‘popularising’ the 
system to the Member States.  
 
One of the documents more illustrative of such strategy is the communication of 2004 
(European Commission, 2004), where the Commission, instead of proposing different options to 
reform the system emphasizes its will to ‘open a debate, seeking to establish a consensual 
approach (…), rather than make any concrete proposals’ (European Commission, 2004, p.2).  
 
Considering that the Commission – as part of the European institutions - is one of the main 
beneficiaries of the existence of the European Schools, and considering it subsidises on average 
more than 50% of the cost of the system, the lack of ambition to lead or influence the process of 
reform is quite revelatory.  
 
This might seem even more paradoxical when reviewing some of the public interventions by the 
Vice-President Kallas, for example in 2008 in front of the European Parliament when he 
assumed a much more active stance: ‘the Commission’s attitude is that we must bring clarity to 
the financial issues and clearly share the burden, have clear responsibilities, clear obligations’ 
(European Parliament, 2008).    
 
One final point has to be highlighted when assessing the position of the European Commission 
during the Reform. The Commission puts the emphasis on the European Baccalaureate. For the 
Commission that is the key element that should be developed, consolidated and expanded. The 
position of the European Commission opens up the question of the quality of the European 
Baccalaureate.  
 
In that sense, it is relevant to note that the European Baccalaureate has undertaken a major 
reform of its own, which is proving as challenging as the main reform adopted in 2009. The 
issue of the European Baccalaureate is also central to understanding the position of the next 
stakeholder: the parents.  
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The Parents  
The parents within the system of European Schools are represented through different 
associations. The main one is called Interparents, which is the umbrella organization that brings 
together the associations of parents of each specific European school. As stated before in this 
chapter, the Board of Governors includes a member from the parents’ representatives.   
 
The position of the parents throughout the process of the Reform can be partly examined 
through  the documents published on the website of Interparents, as well as by reviewing the 
official letters that different parents’ representatives have been sending as a response to the 
different communications and reports released by the European Commission and the European 
Parliament. The details regarding these documents can be found in Table 4 at the end of this 
chapter.   
 
The parents’ position has been consistent since its first communication about the reform in 2004 
and until the official implementation of the new structure in 2009. For them, the argument to 
‘expand’ European Education to other children is a positive development. For the parents the 
possibility of  opening new European schools across Europe and  popularising the European 
Baccalaureate are two crucial reasons that justify the Reform of the system.  
 
With the same consistency expressed in favour of opening up the system, the parents have also 
been particularly anxious about the risk of ‘watering’ down the quality of the European 
Baccalaureate, and more generally about the quality of education implemented within the 
system.  
 
In the common position of the parents published back in 2004, the representatives expressed 
their disagreement regarding the ‘banalisation’ of the European Baccalaureate (Association de 
Parents des Écoles Européennes, 2004, p.3).  
 
Some paragraphs further, the parents expressed their worry in relation to the fact that ‘simply 
adding some additional language teaching to a ‘domestic’ or ‘international’ curriculum does not 
create a European School’ (Association de Parents des Écoles Éuropéennes, 2004, p.11).  
 
In another letter released in 2005, the parents clearly express their opposition to the ‘watering 
down of the value of the European Baccalaureate. The quality and recognition of the European 
Baccalaureate as a university entrance must be maintained and further developed’ (Interparents, 
2005).  
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This criticism is crucial to understanding one of the key arguments regarding the reform, which 
refers to the coherence and the consistency of the type of education implemented across the 
historical European Schools and the new accredited schools. The position expressed by the 
parents supports the idea that the accreditation procedure agreed during the Reform should 
guarantee that the Board of Governors can exert sufficient control over the quality of education 
in the entire network of Schools. The potential issue of how different the European Schools type 
I will be from the new ones is indeed one of topics that could be further explored in terms of 
academic research. Indeed, the potential comparative conclusions are essential in order to assess 
the effects of the Reform.  
 
Between 2002 and 2009 the parents also expressed their position regarding budgetary 
arrangements. The argument made by the parents is that the quality of education cannot be 
jeopardized for economic reasons. Regarding this point it is of particular interest to review some 
of the first positions expressed by the parents at the beginning of the process, when they 
defended the idea that  
European schools are  not a system of private education. Let’s not forget that 
since its origins the European Schools have a public vocation (…).  The 
European Schools should never be transformed in private schools.  
 (Association de Parents des Écoles Européennes, 2004, p.13).  
 
As explained before in this chapter, the argument that European Schools have a public vocation 
has been one of the main arguments used by the European Parliament when justifying its 
support for the opening up of the system.  
 
The Board of Governors 
The Board of Governors, and its associated working groups, have been the agents responsible to 
provide the key contents that were finally included in the Reform. It is significant to note that 
the political leadership to undertake the Reform was not initiated by the main governing body of 
the system, namely the Board of Governors, but by the European Parliament.  
 
In its meeting on  14th February 2003, the Board of Governors indicated that  
regarding the European Parliament Resolution on the future financing of the 
European Schools, (…) [the Board of Governors] mention[s] the willingness to 
initiate reforms and indicate the measures already introduced and the steps 
taken in response to the recommendations made by the European Parliament.  
(Board of Governors, 2003b, p.2) 
 
MPhil Thesis 
D.Gutiérrez-Peris 
 
80 
 
At the same meeting the first ever working group about the ‘wider availability of the European 
Baccalaureate’ was created. Six years separate that decision from the final implementation of 
the Reform in 2009.  
 
The principal argument defended by the Board of Governors throughout the reform is that the 
setting up of new schools must remain an exclusive voluntary decision made individually by 
each member state. This position is similar to the position defended by the European 
Commission, as I have discussed  previously.  
 
In other words, the Board of Governors considers that the political responsibility to widen and 
expand the system lies in the hands of each member state and its willingness to allow some of 
its national schools to provide European Schooling. In the report presented by the Troika 
Working Group II in 2005 (Board of Governors, 2005a), it was stated clearly that  
the upshot first and foremost is that [new European Schools] are dependent on 
the willingness of the educational authorities to become involved on a 
voluntary basis. They alone will have to make a judgment as to whether it is in 
their interest to engage in such cooperation.  
(Board of Governors, 2005a, p.4).    
 
The resulting assumption is that the nature of the system should remain intergovernmental. In 
2006 this point was made perfectly clear in the presidency conclusions of the ministerial 
meeting on the Future of European Schools (European Schools, 2006). The ministers underlined 
in  point five of the conclusions ‘the authority of the Board of Governors as a guarantee that the 
European Schools should continue to be an intergovernmental organisation’ (European Union 
Education Youth and Culture Council, 2006:3).  
 
In that sense the main argument of the Board of Governors that justifies the Reform is not of a 
political nature. The rationale doesn’t stem from a lack of accountability – as suggested by the 
European Parliament. The Board of Governors does not link the opening up of the system with 
notions such as the identity of Europe, or the need to create a more united Europe.    
 
On the contrary, the rationale of the Board of Governors is succinct and follows the same 
pragmatic logic as the position expressed by the Commission:  
The European Schools educational System has responded up to now to the 
main challenges that have arisen throughout their history. Nevertheless, the 
present European Schools system is now facing major difficulties to respond, 
with efficiency, to the evolutions of recent years (enlargement, 
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implementation of Union’s new agencies in Member States, increasing 
number of languages).  
[emphasis mine] 
(European Schools, 2006, p.1).   
 
Moreover, the Board of Governors defends the position that in order to maintain the educational 
quality of the system, the ‘wider availability of European schooling and of the European 
Baccalaureate can materialize only on the basis of a contractual approach, agreed between the 
Board of Governors and the competent educational authorities of the countries concerned’ 
(European Schools, 2005b, p.4). In other words, the position of the Board of Governors is clear: 
to defend the monopoly it has to set, correct and authorize the deliverance of so-called European 
schooling.  
 
3) CATEGORIZING THE MOTIVATIONS BEHIND THE OPENING 
UP 
 
Throughout this chapter I have analysed the positions defended by each of the main 
stakeholders involved in the Reform of the European Schools. Based on such positions it is 
possible to outline the motivations that have provoked and fuelled the policy process of the 
Reform. I consider that these motivations can be categorized into three different types: political; 
economical; and contextual.  
 
a) Political  
The political justification of the Reform is best portrayed by the position of the European 
Parliament. The rationale consists in defending the idea that the opening up of the European 
Schools is a political necessity in order to consolidate and improve the process of European 
integration.  
 
Moreover, the expansion of the system is considered to be a logical transformation of a system 
that has a ‘public vocation’. The vision behind this position is that European Schools foster the 
feeling of identity among European citizens, and therefore, the European Union should 
encourage the expansion and consolidation of the system.  
 
The European Parliament defends the idea that European schooling, because of its features –
multilingual, multicultural, multinational - should be considered as a potential ‘model’ and 
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inspiration for an ideal system of public European education. Following such a vision, the 
expansion and widening up of the system is politically convenient.  
 
The weakness of such reasoning is that there is no obvious way to assess and identify the 
connection between European Schools and European identity. As explained in Chapter Two, the 
academic literature acknowledges the complexity of defining the concepts of identity and 
‘European identity’. There are no consensual techniques to measure and assess such notions.   
 
b) Economical  
All stakeholders share some motivations of an economic nature but the arguments are different.  
 
For instance, the position of the European Commission is to defend a better share of the 
budgetary burden, based on the idea that the contribution of the European Institutions should be 
based on the number of children of civil servants attending the system.  
 
In contrast, the European Parliament is not interested in the ‘cost’ per se, but about the potential 
lack of accountability and transparency between who pays for the system, and who decides 
about it. Indeed, as analysed before, the lack of clear accountability between the agent funding 
the system and the agent holding the decision-making power was one of the reasons of the 
European Parliament to initiate the Reform.  
 
c) Contextual   
The historical, institutional and sociological transformations in Europe during the last decade 
have notably influenced the process of reform. For the Board of Governors, such ‘external’ 
changes are the main justification for undertaking the Reform. Among these changes there are 
three that are repeatedly mentioned: the European Union enlargement of 2004; the setting up of 
new decentralized European Union agencies; and the effects of globalization which requires a 
higher mobility in the field of education.   
 
When comparing the nature of the different motivations the main hypothesis is that the Reform 
of the European Schools was triggered by a complex network of economic, political and 
circumstantial factors.  
 
Nevertheless, it is also relevant to note that some of these motivations might become 
incompatible over time, for example, the opposing visions regarding the nature of the system –
supranational or intergovernmental - which could be exacerbated by the decisions regarding the 
distribution of the financial costs of the system.  
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Another interesting point is the lack of communion between the motivations of the European 
Commission and the European Parliament. Despite being both European institutions, only one is 
defending a change in the way the system of European Schools is managed.  
 
Throughout this chapter I have first described the different steps leading to the adoption of the 
Reform of the European Schools in 2009. I argue that this process expanded over a period of 7 
years, involving many different actors at the macro and micro-level. I have then examined the 
different motivations that each stakeholder has defended over this period of time. The analysis 
seems to indicate divergent visions of the European Schools in the case of the European 
Parliament on one side, and the European Commission and the Board of Governors in the other. 
The study of policy documents indicates that the European Parliament has a highly politicized 
vision of the system. This political motivation might explain why the European Parliament, 
which officially is the stakeholder less implicated in the day-to-day functioning of the system, 
was the initiator of the process.  
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Table 4: mapping the relevant documentation of the reform 
 European Parliament European Commission Working Groups  Other 
2002 DEC: EP resolution of 17 
December  on the financing of the 
European Schools (Bösch), A5-
0395/2002 
- - - 
2003 - - - - 
2004 - JULY: Communication from the 
Commission to the Council and the 
European Parliament on options for 
developing the European Schools 
System COM(2004)519 
- OCT: Position Commune 
APEEEs Bruxelles I, II, III 
concernant la consultation du 25 
octobre 2004 sur la réforme des 
Écoles Européennes  
2005 JUNE: Opinion of the Committee 
on budgets (Bösch) 
SEPT: EP resolution of 8 
September on options for 
developing the European Schools 
system (Honeyball), P6-
TA(2005)0336.  
OCT: Annual Report from the 
European Commission to the 
European Parliament on the 
Functioning of the European 
Schools System, COM(2005)482 
final.  
 
APRIL: Report of Troika 
Working Group II ‘European 
Baccalaureate and Cooperation 
with other schools’, commonly 
called, ‘the Mondorf criteria’, 
2005-D-342-en-2. 
JUNE: Response Interparents to 
the Ideas in the Commission’s 
Communication on the European 
Schools 
2006 - MAY: Conference concerning the 
future of the European Schools, 
Noordwijk.   
MAY: Closing document 
‘Conference concerning the future 
of the European Schools, 
Noorwijk’.   
OCT : Rapport final du Groupe 
sur le Futur des EE 2006-D-
1510-1 (different from Troika 
II) 
OCT: High Level Group 
Report, Introductory Paper for 
the ministerial meeting on the 
future of European Schools en 
merge the EU EYC-Council 
AUG: Evaluation of the European 
Schools at Culham, Mol, Bergen 
and Karlsruhe and options for the 
future  
Final report - Bureau van Dijk 
Management Consultants SA 
NOV: Presidency Conclusions of 
the Ministerial Meeting on the 
Future of the European Schools en 
marge of the EU EYC – Council 
2007 - - APRIL: Propositions d'actions 
2007-D-373-3 (following Van 
- 
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Djik’s evaluation) 
2008 SEPT: Oral Question/Debate by 
Schoepges (MEP), CRE 
25/09/2008-13 
OCT: Study ‘Analysis of the 
Academic and Professional 
Careers of the ES’s graduats’, 
requested by European 
Parliament, IP/B/CULT/IC/2007-
073 (commonly named as ‘Van 
Dijk Report’).  
JULY: Lettre de M. Sarkomaa et 
de M. Kallas aux gouvernements 
des états membres : Réforme des 
écoles européennes.  
- SEPT: Memorandum Interparents 
addressed to the ES Working 
Group on Reform, on ‘The 
Reform of the European Schools’.  
2009 MARCH: EPP-ED Hearing on 
the ES System (organizer: 
Schoepges, MEP).  
OCT: Report from the Commission 
to the EP on the functioning of the 
ES in 2008, COM(2009)598 final.  
JAN: Résultat des travaux du 
groupe de travail Réforme : 
Processus de réforme du 
système des EE, 1212-D-2008-2 
+ (from p.12 onwards of the 
same document) : Synthèse des 
décisions déjà prises par le 
Conseil Supérieur depuis le 
début du lancement du 
processus jusqu’au Conseil 
Supérieur d’Helsinki (avril 
2008), 2008-D-108-fr-2  
APRIL: Réforme du système 
des Écoles Européennes  
JULY: Letter Interparents 
addressed  to Sim Kallas, on 
‘European Schools’.  
2010 - NOV: Report from the 
Commission to the EP on the 
functioning of the ES in 2009, 
COM(2010)0595 
- - 
2011 APRIL: Draft Report on the 
European Schools System 
(Cavada), 2011/2036(INI).  
JUNE: Opinion of the Committee 
DEC: Report from the Commission 
to the EP on the functioning of the 
ES in 2010, COM(2011)0892.  
- MAY: Interparents Intervention 
Roundtable European Parliament.  
JULY: Note à l’attention 
M.Cavada, (Comité Central du 
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on budgets (Abad).  
JUNE: Opinion of the Committee 
on Legal Affairs (Wikström).  
SEPT: Report by J.M Cavada, 
CRE 26/09/2011-24. 
SEPT: European Parliament 
resolution of 27 September 2011 
on the European Schools system, 
P7-TA(2011)0402.  
Personnel, Président, C. 
Sebastiani).  
DEC: Interparents Table Ronde  
on the EP Resolution on the 
“European school system” 
(Cavada).  
 
2012 - - 
 
APRIL: Reflection on the 
Cavada Report, 2012-03-D-26-
en-1. 
NOV: ‘Accredited Schools’, set 
of decisions replacing all the 
past decisions 2012-09-D-7-en-2 
FEB: Interparents Report 2010-
2012 on Reform. 
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Chapter 5: The accreditation procedure 
 
This chapter examines the procedure that allows national schools to provide European 
Schooling. This procedure is known within the system of European Schools as the Accreditation 
and Cooperation Agreement. I first describe the different steps in the policy-making process that 
have led to the approval of this procedure (1). The second part of the chapter focuses on 
examining the specific criteria that need to be fulfilled in order to gain accreditation (2). Finally, 
I conclude the chapter by reflecting on the specific situation regarding the setting up of a third 
type of European Schools - called in the system ‘Type III’ (3). Throughout the chapter I argue 
that the system has provided a legal framework that has allowed the opening up in practical 
terms. The list of all schools that have already gained accreditation or have started the process 
by June 2013 are included in Appendix 1 of this thesis. This chapter is best read alongside this 
appendix.  
Following the same format as Chapter Four, I have included for this chapter an executive 
summary of the relevant documentation regarding the accreditation agreement. This summary 
can be consulted in table nº5, at the end of the chapter.   
 
* 
1) INVENTING AN ACCREDITATION PROCEDURE 
 
As in discussing  the overall process of the reform in the previous chapter, it is also useful to set 
out the schematic chronology of events regarding the setting up of the specific policy of the 
accreditation procedure.  
 
The most important events are listed below (see Chapter 4):   
 
2002: The European Parliament introduces the proposal to open up the European 
Schools (European Parliament, 2002).   
 
2003-2005: The Board of Governors sets up the working group on ‘European 
Baccalaureate and cooperation with other schools’.  
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2005:  
-April: The working group set by the Board of Governors agrees on the educational 
criteria for expanding the type of ‘European Schooling’.  
-April: The working group set up by the Board of Governors agrees on an 
‘accreditation system’ to allow national schools to provide European Schooling. The 
first experimental ‘accredited school’ starts being set up in Parma, Italy (ibid).   
 
2006:  
-April: The Board of Governors decides to open up the European Baccalaureate to 
pupils from accredited schools (Board of Governors, 2006).   
-November: Presidency conclusions of the Ministerial meeting on the future of the 
European Schools en marge of the EU Education, Youth and Culture Council. Political 
agreement between ministers (Council of the European Union, 2006).  
 
2009: the official Reform of the European Schools is adopted by the Board of 
Governors (Board of Governors, 2009).  
 
Regarding the chronology of events there are two elements that need consideration.  
 
The first one regards the difference between the fast adoption of a system of accreditation 
compared with the slow adoption of the Reform itself. After the European Parliament resolution 
in 2002 (European Parliament, 2002) which gave the political impetus to start the process, the 
Board of Governors only took two years to come up with a set of specific criteria defining 
‘European schooling’, as well as with a procedure to organise the relationship between the 
historical European Schools and the new ones.  
 
Most significantly, the project of an accredited school already started to be put in place in 2004, 
with the experimental project in the city of Parma, in Italy. The way in which the Board of 
Governors acted is indicative of a political consensus that has not applied to the rest of the 
reform. Similarly, when compared with the reform of the European Baccalaureate (which 
spreads between 2006 and 2013), the process of defining an accreditation procedure has been –
in political terms - particularly determinate.  
 
The second element that needs to be considered is that the rhythm in the decision-making 
process was accompanied also by a steady and continuous process of setting up new accredited 
schools (see Appendix 1). In 2009, when the official Reform was adopted, five European 
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Schools type II had already signed the Accreditation and Cooperation Agreement with the 
Board of Governors (in the cities of Parma, Dunshaughlin, Heraklion, Helsinki and Strasbourg).  
 
Considering that the total number of European Schools type I is 14, and that it took more than 
50 years to reach  this number, the speed by which new accredited Schools are flourishing is 
quite significant. The main hypothesis is that the opening up is providing an answer to an 
existing demand for this type of establishment.   
2) CRITERIA FOR EUROPEAN SCHOOLING AND 
ACCREDITATION STEPS 
 
The main document that specifies the criteria for providing ‘European schooling’ is the Report 
of the Troika Working Group II - European Baccalaureate and Cooperation Schools, as 
approved by the Board of Governors in its meeting of April 2005, at Mondorf-les-Bains 
(Luxembourg) (Board of Governors, 2005b).  
 
This document is, to date, the foundation stone of the accreditation system. It distinguishes 
between the critical and non-critical criteria that national schools applying for accreditation will 
need to take into account.  
 
The group of rules that are considered ‘critical criteria’ focuses on three main areas: the need to 
respect the multilingual essence of European schooling; the coherence and equivalence of 
teaching between the existing European Schools and the new accredited School; and the way 
teachers are recruited.  
 
Languages  
The teaching of languages has been one of the main features of the European Schools since its 
origins, back in the fifties. As discussed  in Chapter Three, the debate about the ‘European’ 
character of the European Schools is often related to the specific language policy of the system.   
 
In order to gain accreditation the new Schools are supposed to meet the multilingual standards 
expected from a European School, but they have some flexibility compared with traditional 
European Schools.  
 
Schools applying for accreditation are supposed to have three language sections, including at 
least one section in one of the vehicular languages used in the system – French, German or 
English - plus one section in the language of the host country or any other country. To have 
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three language sections is considered a priority yet a ‘non-binding’ objective (Board of 
Governors, 2005b).  
 
The number of children justifying the creation of a language section is set at the discretion of 
the accredited school, which means that they do not have to abide by the strict criteria for setting 
up language sections in traditional European Schools.   
 
Encouraging as much as possible the learning of the mother tongue for each child enrolled in 
the accredited school is also considered a critical criterion. If the accredited school does not 
offer the language section that corresponds with the mother tongue of a specific pupil then the 
accredited school must seek ways to offer mother tongue tuition to this pupil, if necessary 
‘using distance learning’ (Board of Governors, 2005b). This is considered a priority but subject 
in practice to the ability of the school to organise such learning.  
 
The prominent place of the langues véhiculaires in the new accredited school is also a critical 
criterion. As it happens in the traditional European Schools, accredited schools must be ready to 
provide all the courses taught in L2 in one of the three vehicular language (for more about the 
curriculum see Chapter Three). Regarding that particular rule, accredited schools are allowed to 
organise the courses with some flexibility regarding the use of vehicular languages before  year 
5 of the secondary school. For years 6 and 7 the teaching of history and geography in L2 is 
mandatory (as  in the rest of European Schools).  
 
The last critical rule involving languages is that the new accredited schools must offer tuition in 
language 3 from the second year of the secondary school onwards. This  means in practice that 
accredited schools must give  pupils the choice of  learning a third foreign language from the 
second year of  secondary school.  
 
Teaching  
The aim of the accreditation procedure is to guarantee that the curriculum taught in the 
European Schools is perfectly compatible and equivalent to the curriculum taught in an 
accredited school. In that sense the main priority for the Board of Governors is to assure that 
any child that attends an accredited school shares the same pedagogical background to the rest 
of his/her colleagues across the whole system.  
 
As emphasized by the Board of Governors in their most recent report regarding accredited 
schools, the accreditation seeks to guarantee  
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the concern to ensure across-the-board consistency in education and training, to 
maintain standards amongst candidates [for the European Baccalaureate] and to 
preserve the pedagogical equivalence, year group by year group, of the 
education delivered. [This] means that European schooling as a whole needs to 
be considered.  
 (Board of Governors, 2012c, p.4).    
 
Bearing in mind this premise, the criteria set by the Board of Governors allows accredited 
schools to have some flexibility in terms of teaching, mainly before the fifth year of the 
secondary level. Nevertheless such flexibility must not  
jeopardise pupils’ ability subsequently to keep up with the courses taught in 
years 6 and 7 and that it does not adversely affect the consistency of the 
curriculum as a whole, the quality of studies year group by year group, or the 
European spirit of the education provided.  
(Board of Governors, 2005b).  
 
For the last two years of Secondary School – which lead to the deliverance of the European 
Baccalaureate - the curriculum and the structure of the courses must be entirely consistent with 
the practices in force in the European Schools (Board of Governors, 2005b). This distinction 
between the first five years of Secondary School and the last two is crucial to understanding the 
two different types of accreditation that exist.  
 
The first type of agreement allows the accredited school to provide European schooling up to 
year 5 of Secondary School. The second one – which needs to be negotiated separately - allows 
an accredited school to deliver European schooling for years 6 and 7 and therefore present 
candidates to the European Baccalaureate. I will come back to this distinction in the section 
about the accreditation procedure.  
 
The last critical rule set by the Board of Governors involves teacher recruitment. Teachers 
should be native speakers of the language in which they teach, and they should be recruited in 
cooperation with the educational authorities of the country in which they are qualified to teach.  
 
This point is of vital importance, as I have pointed out in Chapter Three. Some of the academic 
research conducted until now considers that the multicultural origin of the teachers is essential 
for the ‘European’ character of the curriculum implemented in European Schools. Despite this 
being a critical rule, the Board of Governors allows some flexibility in some cases:  
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In any event, [teachers] must be suitably qualified to teach the subject in 
question in the country or countries (in the case of a language spoken in several 
countries) in whose language they teach.   
(Board of Governors, 2005b).  
 
Accreditation   
The official procedure that national schools need to follow in order to gain accreditation has 
been almost the same since 2005, when the Board of Governors adopted the Report of the 
Troika Working Group II (op cit). 
 
The process is structured in three stages: the submission of an ‘interest file’ by the State where 
the accredited School will be operating; the submission by the member state of a plan 
conforming to the criteria for European schooling; and the final audit of the inspectors of the 
European Schools.  
 
For each step the Board of Governors needs to express a positive opinion. Otherwise, the 
process is stopped, and the accreditation and procedure agreement is not signed.  
 
It is relevant to note that the Board of Governors is the main body responsible for the decision, 
but other bodies of the European Schools take part in the process. In its last report on accredited 
schools the Board of Governors (2012c) listed the different committees involved:  
   
DOCUMENT  PREPARATORY 
COMMITTEES 
CONSULTED  
DECISION  
COMMUNICATION  
General interest file  Joint Board of Inspectors  
Budgetary Committee 
 
Board of Governors Decision  
Dossier of conformity  Joint Teaching Committee  Board of Governors Decision  
Audit report  Joint Board of Inspectors  Board of Governors Written 
communication  
(Board of Governors, 2012c, p.8)  
 
The signature of the Accreditation and Cooperation Agreement means that the Accredited 
School conforms to the criteria of European schooling for the nursery, primary and secondary 
level (up to year five).  
 
MPhil Thesis 
D.Gutiérrez-Peris 
 
93 
 
One essential remark is that despite the potential signature of the accreditation agreement, the 
school remains an independent and autonomous entity. Indeed, the agreement between the 
Board of Governors and the school applies to the pedagogical and curriculum aspects and not to 
the school’s administrative and financial management. These matters remain the responsibility 
of the member state where the school is located.  
 
This point means that the accredited schools can be, in theory, quite different from each other. 
The decisions regarding setting fees, or the way schools are managed, are not identical among 
the new accredited schools. This is of particular relevance when reflecting on the future 
scenarios of the system (I will come back to this in Chapter Six).  
 
The rationale behind the accreditation agreement is of a contractual nature. Such an agreement 
is renewable every three years, which means that the Board of Governors conducts on average 
three audits every 10 years, per school. This contractual approach gives  the Board of Governors 
the power to ‘end’ the agreement.  
 
In terms of policy-making theory, the question is whether  the Board of Governors will be able 
to hold a monopoly on ‘European schooling’ in the near future. More interestingly, the question 
of legitimacy could be posed at some point. What reasons justify the power held by the Board of 
Governors regarding the notion of ‘European schooling’? What type of institution –
supranational, intergovernmental, technical…- must orientate and elaborate the meaning and 
practices of  so-called ‘European schooling’?    
 
Regarding such a ‘monopoly’, article 1 of the Accreditation Agreement confirms that ‘it is 
expressly agreed that these criteria [of European Schooling] may be revised, in so far as they 
result from rules, regulations and directives which may be changed unilaterally by the Board of 
Governors’ (Board of Governors, 2012c). 
 
The signature of the agreement means in practice that the Board of Governors recognises the 
equivalence between the pedagogical standards, year by year, of the education provided by the 
accredited schools. In theory this clause supports the idea that any pupil who has attended an 
accredited school may reintegrate into a European School type I - as well as any national school 
of the member state where the establishment is located.  
 
Despite such pedagogical equivalence the restrictive enrolment policy that exists in the 
European Schools type I also applies to children coming from the accredited schools. The pupils 
who are not considered ‘category I’ – i.e. children of civil servants - can only be granted a place 
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in function of the available place. Priority is given to children of civil servants, and others can 
only be admitted if places are available. As explained in the introduction, the overcrowding of 
the system in Brussels and Luxembourg means in practice that European Schools type I are 
currently accepting only children from the so-called category I.  
 
In other words, the equivalence between the European Schools and the accredited school is 
merely pedagogical and only has  implications on paper. In practical terms, the students from an 
accredited school cannot enjoy the possibility of mobility between their school and another 
European School type I. Paradoxically, these pupils are considered in pedagogical terms ‘equal’ 
to the other children in the system, but at the same time they are excluded from attending 
European Schools type I.  
 
As detailed in Appendix 1, the term ‘accredited school’  refers to two different types of schools:  
the so-called type II and type III schools. Since 2005 the only accredited schools that have been 
opened are ‘type II’. Only one experimental pilot of an accredited school type III has been 
launched.  
 
I will examine this particular issue in the last part of this chapter. The important distinction 
between the two types of accredited schools is that ‘type II’ schools have the obligation to grant 
priority of enrolment to the children considered in the system as ‘category I’. The accreditation 
agreement states this point very clearly in its article 4:  
The Accredited School shall undertake to give priority automatically for 
enrolment purposes without being able to require any school or enrolment fees 
to be paid by their legal representatives, to the children of: 
- Members and officials of the institutions of the European Union 
- Officials coming under the Staff Regulations of Officials of the European 
Communities 
- Staff coming under the conditions of Employment of Other Servants of the 
European Communities 
- Staff of any decentralized European body set up by an act of the European 
Union 
(Board of Governors, 2012c).  
 
The next table is a reminder of the information presented in Appendix 1 regarding the 
differences between the schools in terms of raison d’être, enrolment policy, and fees (European 
Schools, 2013):  
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Type of School Enrolment Policy  School Fees 
Type I (European Schools)– 
raison d’être associated to the 
presence of one or more 
European institutions 
-Priority to children from 
categories I and II 
-If places left available they 
are awarded to children in 
category III  
-Current enrolment policy in 
all the European Schools in 
Brussels (5): new enrolments 
for category III are in all 
cases limited to the siblings 
of present pupils   
Category I: exempt   
Category II: variable. The 
range in this category goes 
from 10,179.85EUR 
(Brussels) to  15,381.78EUR 
(Mol). The average for the 
whole system is 12,580EUR 
per year.  
Category III:  Nursery 
2,702.76 EUR; Primary 
3,716.34 EUR; Secondary 
5,067.74 EUR 
Type II  (accredited school) – 
the setting up is justified by 
the presence of a 
decentralized agency of the 
European Union 
-Priority for enrolment to 
children of the staff of 
European organisations based 
in the territory of the country 
in which the school is located 
Individual School 
responsibility with the 
exception of category I 
pupils, who are exempted of 
paying fees.   
Type III (accredited school) – 
no relation whatsoever with 
the European Institutions  
No priority.  Individual School 
responsibility  
 
One essential point regarding the enrolment policy is that the European Commission pays a pro-
rata subsidy to each accredited school in proportion to the number of ‘category I’ pupils that are 
enrolled in the school.  
 
The system of calculation approved by the Board of Governors and by the European 
Commission takes into account the following parameters: the average cost of educating a child 
in the European Schools system; the average cost of a pupil in the national system where the 
accredited school is located; and the number of language sections in the accredited school 
(European Commission, 2010).   
 
Based on this system the European Union pays to the accredited school a sum that ranges 
between 4,900€ (for a Bulgarian pupil) to 8,213€ (for a Luxembourgian pupil) at the nursery 
and primary level. For the Secondary years, the subsidy ranges between 11,692€ (for a 
Romanian pupil) to 14,856€ (for a Luxembourgian pupil). As explained before these subsidies 
only apply for each child attending an accredited school and belonging to category I (ibid).  
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The system of a pro-rata subsidy represents some sort of financial compensation, in exchange 
for the priority that accredited schools grant to children of civil servants. Undeniably the system 
is beneficial for the Commission. When the setting up of a European School type I is not 
justified, but the presence of a decentralized agency of the European Union implies that in this 
city there are category I children, the accredited school is then used as the alternative. The 
political and social risks of granting such privileges to category I children are discussed in more 
detail in Chapter Six of the thesis.  
 
Additional Accreditation Agreement 
If an accredited school wants to offer the European Baccalaureate, it needs to sign the 
‘Additional Accreditation Agreement’. This agreement is different from the main ‘accreditation 
and cooperation agreement’ presented above. The additional agreement basically certifies that 
the accredited school is delivering European Schooling for the two final years of secondary 
school.  
 
In that case, the pupils that have attended a school accredited for years 6 and 7 of secondary 
school are allowed to be candidates for the European Baccalaureate – which is exactly the same 
certificate given to all pupils attending the classical European Schools type I.   
 
In order to be accredited with the additional agreement the schools need to present a separate 
dossier of conformity, and they are subject to the audit of the inspectors from the European 
Schools. The additional agreement has to be renewed every three years, the same lapse of time 
as for the standard agreement.  
 
At the secondary level the criteria in terms of pedagogical curriculum and structure must 
conform exactly to the same standards as  the European Schools type I. As stated in article 5 of 
the additional agreement:  
In secondary years 6 and 7, the Accredited School must follow solely the 
curricula and the structure of studies specific to the European School System in 
order to allow full recognition of the title of European Baccalaureate-holder.  
(Board of Governors, 2012c).  
 
As I have mentioned before, the accredited schools have their own responsibilities in all 
financial and management matters. The Board of Governors, since its decision by written 
procedure in 2005 (ibid), considers that all costs associated with the creation of accredited 
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schools should be defrayed by the member state where the accredited school is located or by the 
School itself.  
 
Regarding the signing of the additional agreement, which allows the accredited school to deliver 
the European Baccalaureate, the costs associated with the final examination are also defrayed to 
the accredited school. Article 6 of the agreement (ibid) states  this point clearly when affirming 
that ‘the costs to which organisation of the European Baccalaureate gives rise will be invoiced 
to the Accredited School on a pro rata basis, according to the number of candidates registered 
for the examination’ (ibid).   
 
 
Dossier of conformity and audits 
The dossier of conformity is the official document presented by the member state interested in 
setting up an accredited school. As explained before, the dossier is considered the first step of 
the process of accreditation, and it needs the approval of the Board of Governors in order to 
progress to the following stage.  
 
The analysis of the document gives a detailed account of the specificities that the Board of 
Governors will expect from the candidate school, based on the criteria for European Schooling 
as described previously in this chapter.   
 
The dossier – of just eleven pages - requires details on various issues, from questions on the 
general status of the school (public/private/independent/type of funding/structure/size) to the 
strategy to implement European Schooling. The major part of the dossier is focused on the 
curriculum and the potential ways of implementing it. It includes for example questions about 
how many language sections will be opened, and the planned provisions of mother tongue 
teaching for pupils without their own language section. Regarding the curriculum, the most 
detailed questions focus on years 6 and 7 of secondary school, as these two years must be 
perfectly consistent with the pedagogy implemented throughout the whole system of European 
Schools.  
 
It is particularly relevant to note that the non-curricular features of the European Schools that 
have been praised by parents and academics (such as the mixing of nationalities or the 
extracurricular activities within the whole system) are not included in the dossier of conformity.  
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The only question devoted to the alleged ‘European’ essence of the system is located in the 
section on the ‘school development plan’. In such section the potential accredited school is 
asked in a single question to detail the ‘European Dimension’ of its project.  
 
The document used for the final step of the procedure, the audit of the inspectors of the 
European Schools, is also indicative of the elements that the Board of Governors takes into 
consideration. The document focuses on the same questions already presented in the dossier of 
conformity (languages, structure, size, characteristics of the curriculum…). The ‘European 
dimension’ that is supposed to be developed within the system is not evaluated per se.  
 
It might be assumed that this element is evaluated when the inspectors fill in the section on 
‘vision, basic values, purpose and mission’ of the candidate school (Board of Governors, 
2012c), but again, it is relevant to note that one of the alleged features of the system – the 
promotion of a ‘European spirit’ among pupils - is not included in the formal assessment made 
by the Board of Governors.  
 
The audit also includes the written opinion of three external bodies: the European Agency near 
the school – the presence of which justifies the setting up of a European School type II; the 
parents; and the Ministry of Education of the member state involved.  
 
The way in which the whole procedure of accreditation is organised, and the documents used 
during the agreement process, supports the idea that the Board of Governors is particularly 
interested in a double objective: on one hand to maintain and guarantee the quality and a certain 
degree of pedagogical coherence between European Schools and Accredited Schools; while at 
the same time, leaving some room for flexibility in terms of fees and management.  
 
The will to allow some flexibility is particularly evident at the nursery, primary and secondary 
level (up to year five). As described in detail in the previous paragraphs, accredited schools do 
not have the same strict criteria in terms of the number of language sections, the system of 
teacher recruitment, or the curriculum. Other aspects of the European Schools, such as the 
mixed cultural background, or the ‘European dimension’, do not appear in the list of specific 
demands from the Board of Governors.  
 
The main question regarding the process is to reflect on this alleged flexibility, and how 
effective the checks and balances put in place are regarding the coherence and the quality of the 
system. I will examine this issue in Chapter Six.  
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3) THE ACCREDITED SCHOOLS TYPE III  
 
The decision to create a procedure for setting up ‘accredited schools’ was intended a priori for 
two different types of Schools: type II, and type III. As explained before, the main difference 
between these two categories is that the ‘type II’ school is set in a location where there is a 
decentralized agency of the European Union. In that sense the raison d’être of a type II school 
remains connected with the idea that the system fulfils a ‘functional’ service for the children of 
civil servants. A type II school is also obliged to allow priority of enrolment to children of 
category I, as  in the classical European Schools.  
 
Bearing in mind this  distinction, the ‘type III’ school could be described as fully opened, 
compared with type II.  Type III schools are also national accredited schools but they do not 
have any relationship with the European institutions (except for the fact of being accredited 
pedagogically by the Board of Governors).  
 
In other words, their raison d’être is not linked with the functional objective that has structured 
the system since its origins. The type III school represents the first model of an accredited 
school that is based on another justification than the mere obligation to deliver European 
schooling to the children of civil servants.  
 
Most significant is the fact that since the first proposal for setting up accredited schools in 2005, 
the way in which Type II and Type III schools have developed is totally divergent. Type II 
schools have been created at a fast pace, and some of these schools were already operating even 
before  the official reform was signed in 2009. In contrast, up to 2013, there is only one type III 
school officially operating (launched in September 2012). The only Member State that has 
embarked on setting up a European School type III is Germany, and the school is located in Bad 
Vilbel (near Frankfurt). While it has started to operate, the school has not yet completed the 
third phase of the accreditation and agreement procedure – the audit.   
 
The lack of interest of the member states in setting up Type III schools clearly illustrates of the 
motivations that will determine the breadth of the opening up agreed in 2009. Without the will 
of such member states, which are the agents  with the power of initiative on this issue, the 
opening up will remain limited.  
 
The reasons might be economical (since the rules agreed by the Board of Governors consider 
that a member state asking for the setting up of an accredited school will be responsible for its 
cost), but motivations may also be political. One of the few documents that state this political 
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reticence is the Annex IV of the Report presented by the working group ‘accreditation schools’, 
in September 2007 (Board of Governors, 2007b).  
 
The Annex was intended to clarify which States were in favour of the principle of setting up 
type III accredited schools, and which States were against. Germany, Austria, France, Italy, 
Lithuania, Netherlands, and the United Kingdom showed a positive interest while Denmark, 
Estonia, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg and Sweden expressed a negative one.  
 
One point that is relevant to highlight regarding this division is that the political position of a 
given member state at a specific moment might be determined by the political and ideological 
priorities of the government at that specific time. Since the Board of Governors is formed by the 
national ministers of Education, these respond in relation to their political allegiances. The only 
way to detect which countries are more inclined to politically support the idea of developing and 
spreading ‘European Schooling’ is to study the issue over a long period of time.   
 
It is precisely when analysing the long term that the reticence of the Board of Governors and the 
member states to develop Type III European Schools emerges with more clarity, beyond the 
possible ideological circumstances at one specific moment in time. Between 2005 and 2013 the 
political allegiances represented in the Board of Governors have changed, but the reticence to 
develop Type III European Schools has remained.  
 
One final note regarding the accreditation procedure for Type III European Schools is that the 
documents used for the accreditation agreement are the same both for an accredited school type 
II and type III (excepting the clause regarding the priority of children of category I). In that 
sense the pedagogical expectations and the rules regarding the curriculum are the same for both 
types of accredited schools.    
 
I have devoted this chapter to studying the new accreditation procedure that has allowed Type II 
and Type III European Schools to flourish. I have argued that compared to the policy-making of 
the whole reform, the accreditation procedure was agreed quite early. In 2009, the year of the 
official implementation of the reform, 8 accredited schools were already set up.  
 
I have then described the critical and non-critical criteria that a school must follow in order to 
gain accreditation. The most important criteria concern languages and teachers. I have argued 
that some flexibility is permitted compared with the strict criteria implemented in Type I 
European Schools. There are two types of accreditation, one that allows the accredited school to 
provide European Schooling up to year 5 of secondary school, and a second one that allows the 
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school to provide European Schooling for  years 6 and 7 of secondary school. Only the second 
type of accreditation allows the accredited school to present candidates to the European 
Baccalaureate.  
 
Finally, I have examined the specific evolution of Type III European Schools. I have argued that 
in the long term, these schools have not benefitted from the political support of the member 
states. Consequently, only one of these schools has been opened between 2005 and 2013.   
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Table 5: mapping the relevant documentation about the accreditation procedure 
 European Parliament European Commission Working Groups/Board of Governors Other 
2000 - - OCT: Critères 'Gaignage' pour la création, la 
fermeture et le maintien des écoles, 2000-D-
7510.   
- 
2001 - - - - 
2002 DEC: EP resolution of 17 
December  on the 
financing of the European 
Schools (Bösch), A5-
0395/2002 
- - - 
2003 - - - - 
2004 - JULY: Communication de la 
Commission au Conseil et au 
Parlement sur les options 
pour développer le système 
des Écoles Européennes, 
COM(2004)519 
- OCT: Position 
Commune APEEEs 
Bruxelles I, II, III 
concernant la 
consultation du 25 
octobre 2004 sur la 
réforme des Écoles 
Européennes  
2005 SEPT: EP resolution of 8 
September on options for 
developing the European 
Schools system 
(Honeyball), P6-
TA(2005)0336. 
 
APRIL: Report of Troika Working Group II 
‘European Baccalaureate and Cooperation 
with other schools’, commonly called, ‘the 
Mondorf criteria’, 2005-D-342-en-2. 
JUNE: Response 
Interparents to the Ideas 
in the Commission’s 
Communication on the 
European Schools 
2006 - MAY: Conference 
concerning the future of the 
European Schools, 
Noordwijk.   
MAY: Closing document 
OCT : Rapport final du Groupe sur le Futur 
des EE 2006-D-1510-1 
OCT: High Level Group Report, 
Introductory Paper for the ministerial 
meeting on the future of European Schools 
NOV: Presidency 
Conclusions of the 
Ministerial Meeting on 
the Future of the 
European Schools en 
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‘Conference concerning the 
future of the European 
Schools.  
en merge the EU EYC-Council marge of the EYC 
Council 
2007 - - APRIL: Propositions d'actions 2007-D-373-
3R (following Van Djik’s evaluation) 
SEPT: Rapport initial du groupe de travail 
'accréditation des écoles', 2007-D-99-2 
DEC: (follow-up) Rapport préliminaire du 
groupe de travail I 'accréditation d'écoles' 
312-D-2007-1.  
- 
2008 SEPT: Oral 
Question/Debate by 
Schoepges (MEP), CRE 
25/09/2008-13 
 
JULY: Lettre de M. 
Sarkomaa et de M. Kallas 
aux gouvernements des états 
membres : Réforme des 
écoles européennes.  
FEV: (follow-up) Rapport du groupe de 
travail 'accréditation des écoles' 2008-D-532-
1 
APRIL: (follow-up) Rapport du groupe de 
travail 'accréditation des écoles' 2008-D-193-
1 
SEPT: Memorandum 
Interparents addressed 
to the ES Working 
Group on Reform, on 
‘The Reform of the 
European Schools’.  
2009 MARCH: EPP-ED 
Hearing on the ES System 
(organizer: Schoepges, 
MEP).  
- JAN: Résultat des travaux du groupe de 
travail Réforme : Processus de réforme du 
système des EE, 1212-D-2008-2 
+ (from p.12 onwards of the same 
document) : Synthèse des décisions déjà 
prises par le Conseil Supérieur depuis le 
début du lancement du processus jusqu’au 
Conseil Supérieur d’Helsinki (avril 2008), 
2008-D-108-fr-2  
MARS: Projet de convention d'agrément des 
écoles agréées   2009-D-293-1 
APRIL: Réforme du système des Écoles 
Européennes, 2009-D-353-en-1 
JULY: Letter 
Interparents addressed 
to Sim Kallas, on 
‘European Schools’.  
2010 - DEC: Décision de la 
Commission concernant la 
contribution financière aux 
écoles de type II,  
OCT: Bilan de l’ouverture du système des 
Ecoles européennes – Les Ecoles agréées 
(COM.BUDGÉTAIRE), 2010-D-329-fr-2 
- 
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COM08122010 
2011 APRIL: Draft Report on 
the European Schools 
System (Cavada), 
2011/2036(INI).  
JUNE: Opinion of the Cmt 
on budgets (Abad).  
JUNE: Opinion of the Cmt 
on Legal Affairs 
(Wikström).  
SEPT: Report by J.M 
Cavada, CRE 26/09/2011-
24. 
SEPT: European 
Parliament resolution of 27 
September 2011 on the 
European Schools system, 
P7-TA(2011)0402.  
- MARCH: (follow-up) Bilan de l’ouverture 
du système des Ecoles européennes, 2011-
02-D-38-fr-2  
MAY: Interparents 
Intervention 
Roundtable European 
Parliament.  
JULY: Note à 
l’attention M.Cavada, 
(Comité Central du 
Personnel, Président, C. 
Sebastiani).  
DEC: Interparents 
Table Ronde  on the EP 
Resolution on the 
“European school 
system” (Cavada).  
 
2012 - - APRIL: Reflection on the Cavada Report, 
2012-03-D-26-en-1.  
NOV: ‘Accredited Schools’, set of decisions 
replacing all the past decisions 2012-09-D-7-
en-2  
FEB: Interparents 
Report 2010-2012 on 
Reform.  
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Chapter 6: Future scenarios  
 
The final chapter of the thesis is devoted to exploring the future scenarios of European Schools. 
I examine in particular five different topics. The first one concerns the future of Accredited 
Schools. I look at the challenges of expansion, coherence, European dimension, and the specific 
case of European Schools type III (1). The second section explores the future perspectives in 
terms of the structure of the system, in particular the potential challenges regarding the 
intergovernmental nature of the system (2). The third section of the chapter focuses on the 
evolution of the system in terms of pedagogy, and more precisely the new policy regarding the 
setting of learning objectives (3). The fourth section is devoted entirely to the future of 
European Schools type I. I argue that the historical European Schools face new challenges in 
terms of language pluralism, overcrowding in the schools in Brussels and Luxembourg, and 
most of all in relation to the future treatment of children from category III (4). In the last section 
of the chapter I discuss the reputation of the system. I explore the current public image around 
European Schools, as well as providing some thoughts regarding the future evolution of this 
reputation in the near future (5).  
 
* 
1) ACCREDITED SCHOOLS 
 
The process of the 2009 Reform and the changes within the system since then offer different 
perspectives regarding the future of the so-called ‘accredited schools’. Some elements point to 
the evidence that in the space of 10 years this new type of establishment has become a reality, 
both in legal and empirical ways. But some other elements, beyond this apparent expansion, 
point to the main challenge of achieving a degree of coherence within the whole system of 
European Schools. Expansion versus coherence is probably the main dynamic that will drive the 
development of accredited schools in the near future  
 
Expansion 
The aim of ‘opening up’ the system of the European Schools as well as  allowing other pupils to 
access the European Baccalaureate has been, noticeably, the initial driver of the reform (for a 
detailed step-by-step analysis of the process and the motivations of each actor involved refer to 
Chapter Four). The Resolution of the European Parliament in 2002 (European Parliament, 
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2002), written by the rapporteur Herbert Bösch, provided a pressing new political vision to re-
invent the system.  
 
The Board of Governors, but also the European Commission and the different stakeholders of 
the system, participated in a policy-making process that took 7 years before deciding on a 
compact set of new rules approved as the ‘Reform of the European Schools’ at the meeting in 
Stockholm (Board of Governors, 2009). Significantly, it took much more time to agree on those 
official rules, than to start in the field the process of setting up the first ‘accredited schools’ 
providing European schooling across Europe.  
 
Already in 2005 the Board of Governors agreed on the proposal by Italian authorities to launch 
the experimental project of the Scuola per l’Europa in Parma. In 2007 the Parma accredited 
school was officially recognized through the signature of the accreditation and cooperation 
agreement. Many other schools followed at a steady pace: in 2007 the Centre for European 
Schooling, in Dunshaughlin (Ireland); in 2008 The School for European Education in Heraklion 
(Greece); in 2009 the European Schooling Helsinki in Finland, and later that same year, the 
European School of Strasbourg in France. In 2010 the accreditation and cooperation agreement 
was signed with the International School of Manosque. Since 2011 three other schools have 
started the procedure of accreditation: the European School at The Hague (Netherlands) –which 
has opened its doors for the academic year 2012-2013, the European School of Copenhagen 
(Denmark) and the Tallinn European School (Estonia).  
 
In total 9 type II European Schools  have been launched since 2007 -7 being already operational 
at this date- which means on average one new school each year. If this pace is maintained, the 
number of accredited schools will be equivalent to the number of type I European Schools by 
2016.  
 
However, in order to open the current 14 classical European Schools it took more than 50 years. 
The difference is partly due to the more strict criteria than are used in order to justify the 
opening up of a type I European School, but the success of setting up new establishments at a 
steady pace shows a political consensus around the idea of ‘opening up’ the system, as well as 
popularizing this  type of education.  
 
Coherence   
The main challenge when examining such expansion is to look beyond the apparent and visible 
increase in terms of the number of establishments. As described in Chapter Five the way in 
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which the accreditation procedure is organised, as well as the criteria that the Board of 
Governors implements in order to recognise ‘European Schooling’, means in practice that 
European Schools type I and type II might differ in some central aspects.  
 
One of the main particularities of the classical European Schools is the existence of a multitude 
of language sections that allows an unparalleled plurality and diversity within the same 
educational establishment. Regarding that point, the criteria for European schooling, as set out 
by the Board of Governors (Board of Governors, 2005b), only require the existence of three 
language sections for the setting up of an accredited school. The question here, both in terms of 
academic research and sociological analysis, is to determine the effects of having a higher 
number of language sections. Is that point an essential element that fosters the learning of 
specific values related to the objectives of the European Schools such as multiculturalism, parity  
of esteem between European cultures, and multilingualism? Or on the contrary, is the setting up 
of three language sections ‘enough’ to enable the implicit learning of such values?  
 
The flexibility between European Schools and accredited schools is also emphasised in terms of 
the curriculum (mostly up to year 5 of the secondary school). Accredited schools are allowed to 
diverge from the ‘official’ curriculum if this flexibility does not jeopardise the equivalence of 
education within the whole system, and if it does not undermine any of the objectives and 
values defended by the European Schools system.  
 
Again, this question would require a more in-depth study about the way in which the system 
protects, guarantees and fosters pedagogical consistency across the different schools. Without a 
clear, identifiable and accountable system that allows an evaluation of the ‘pertinence’ of the 
curriculum implemented in accredited schools, the task of identifying a possible break of 
coherence is much more complicated. I will examine this point later in the chapter, when 
describing the way in which pedagogy is evolving within the system.  
 
Another potential divergence is in terms of financial and administrative autonomy. One of the 
main objectives of the Reform in 2009 was to increase and ameliorate the level of autonomy of 
each European School. This point has been a recurrent claim of the parents’ association, 
considering that  greater autonomy for the European Schools allows treating each question at 
the best possible level, as well as it allows more capacity to explore funding options.  
 
The challenge regarding this particular issue is that the rules regarding ‘autonomy’ are very 
different, depending on whether the school is a classical European School type I, or an 
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accredited school type II/III. In the case of an accredited school, the level of autonomy is total. 
The potential debate about the advantages and disadvantages is non-existent, since those schools 
are supposed to be self-sufficient both in terms of funding, and in terms of management.  
 
In contrast, in classical European Schools the autonomy has been, until the Reform, much more 
limited – which explains the demand of the parents.   
 
In that situation the issue of ‘autonomy’ is not a straightforward question. The demand for 
increasing such autonomy in the case of European Schools type I is in tension with the possible 
isolation and extreme differentiation than the European Schools type II are suffering because of 
their ‘absolute autonomy’. One practical example refers to the level of fees applied in accredited 
schools. Such schools might be completely different in that matter, from being a private 
establishment, to being a public school. It is relevant to note that the Board of Governors 
stipulates that the existence of a network of accredited schools must be conducted under the 
‘zero cost’ policy for the system. In other words, the Board of Governors is not financially 
responsible for the accredited schools, with the obvious risk that this situation could imply both 
in terms of the ‘fairness’ perception across the whole system, but also in terms of quality and 
management accountability. The European Parliament, in point I of its Report in 2005, seemed 
to point to this challenge when it considered that ‘the administration of the European Schools, 
including decisions about the admission of pupils and the waiving of fees, should be as clear, 
consistent and transparent as possible throughout the entire Schools system’ (European 
Parliament, 2005).  
 
European Dimension  
As discussed  in Chapter 2, the ‘European’ character of the education provided in European 
Schools is also associated with a set of ‘non-curricular’ features. Such elements could include, 
for example: the multicultural experience in the playground; the organisation of common sport 
or cultural events between different European Schools; the involvement of parents from 
different national backgrounds in the school life; the presence of native teachers that need to 
adapt to a class with pupils from different nationalities… etc.  
 
Those elements cannot be pedagogically implemented. They are intrinsic to a system that due to 
its organisation brings together under the same roof a plurality of nationalities, cultural 
backgrounds and languages. Some of the academic studies that have been conducted until now 
regarding European schooling in the European Schools have insisted in the importance of this 
‘non-curricular’ dimension (see for instance Savvides, 2006a, 2006b, 2009a, 2009b).  
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The new policy of setting up accredited schools requires an analysis of this ‘non-curricular’ 
dimension. How multicultural are the accredited schools? Is the Board of Governors committed 
to promoting and developing such ‘non-pedagogical’ dimension across the system?  
 
The challenge of creating, artificially, a multicultural environment, is a priori a complex task. It 
could be relevant, from an academic perspective, to study possible ways of promoting or 
encouraging such an environment in the European Schools, but currently those policies are far 
from being a priority for the Board of Governors. Moreover, such policies are not yet being 
identified. The debate about implementing the multicultural essence of the system beyond the 
curriculum-based content is simply non-existent.  
 
The absence of such debate is illustrative of the way in which the system takes for granted such 
multicultural and multilingual reality. Indeed, when analysing the structure and the curriculum 
of European Schools it is quite straightforward that such diversity is the outcome of the 
structure per se, not the outcome of a clear and conscious policy. In other words, the existence 
of different language sections means that those languages present are associated with ‘mother 
tongues’, creating in practice a situation where the educational environment becomes also a 
mixed environment of nationalities and cultures. Without this distinctive trait created implicitly 
by the ‘language sections’, the question of the degree of diversity in the European Schools 
might be posed at some point.  
 
The specific case of type III accredited schools  
The idea of creating a third type of accredited school was already included in the first proposal 
of reform in 2005 (Board of Governors, 2005b). As explained previously, a type III accredited 
school does not have any relation whatsoever with the European Institutions. They are basically 
national establishments that have been recognized by the Board of Governors as providers of 
‘European schooling’. Contrary to type II schools (which are obliged to give priority of 
enrolment to category I children),  type III European Schools do not have a restrictive enrolment 
policy.  
 
Such description needs nevertheless to be nuanced. The ‘non-restrictive’ enrolment policy could 
be challenged in the future by the fact that type III European Schools – like any other type of 
accredited school - enjoy full financial and management responsibility. As discussed in the 
previous section, such a degree of autonomy might play against the coherence of the system, for 
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example by allowing two schools within the system to be very extremely different in nature –
one public the other one private.    
 
The only type III school that has been opened as of 2013 is the ‘European School RheinMain’ in 
the city of Bad Vilbel, in Germany, near Frankfurt. The first official academic year started in 
September 2012. While it is not possible yet to present a detailed analysis of the functioning of 
the school, some elements indicate that the aim is to remain strongly connected, both in terms of 
pedagogy as well as ‘narratively’, to the system of European Schools.  
 
The founding director of the school is Tom Zijlstra, who has a strong link with the system of 
European Schools. He was former Director of the secondary section of two European Schools 
(Mol and Frankfurt), as well as teacher in a third one, in Culham. The prospectus of the system 
present the school as ‘part of the system of the European Schools’, and the values and objectives 
are strongly connected with the idea of providing an education that fosters cultural sensibility, 
multilingualism, and the ‘European spirit’ (Europäische Schule RheinMain, 2013).  
 
As described in Chapter Three,  all these elements are indicative of the political discourse that 
surrounds the system. While it is complex to study how this discourse translates into practice, 
the simple fact that the School in Bad Vilbel shares such narrative indicates that the existence of 
type III European Schools will not challenge the idea that all schools within the system - both 
classical and accredited - belong to the same framework. 
 
Yet, the most relevant element when examining type III European Schools is the slow 
development of such establishments compared for example with type II. This might be caused 
by different factors: from cost related reasons, to political ones. In all cases the near  absence of 
type III accredited schools  might challenge in the future the political vision that pretended to 
associate the Reform of 2009 with the ‘opening up’ of the system to all children.  
 
Indeed, despite the rapid and consistent development of type II European Schools, and despite 
the fact that those are promoting a certain degree of openness, these are schools that remain 
connected with the European Institutions. They continue to fulfil the ‘functional’ raison d’être 
stipulating that category I children have the privilege of ‘priority’ and ‘free schooling’ in those 
establishments. In terms of public perception, these schools are not completely open. In 
comparison, type III European Schools cannot be criticised, at least in theory, for being 
selective or restricted. As shaped by the Reform, type III accredited schools are the first model 
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of educational establishments providing a differentiated curriculum, built with a political and 
pedagogical vision of what ‘European’ means, and with a clear public vocation.   
 
It is relevant to recall here that the setting up of an accredited school must be initiated by the 
member state where the school will be located. Moreover, the member state will be responsible 
for all the costs associated with the school, whether  it is decided that such an establishment will 
operate as a private or as a public institution. Regarding all the other costs that are associated 
with the particular functioning of the system (secondment of teachers, liaison with the Board of 
Governors for the audits, self-evaluations, providing the facilities for Special Education 
Needs… etc.), those are also the responsibility of the specific school.  
 
Such a structure is  indicative of one of the most evident contradictions of the Reform. On the 
one hand, this  process created the political opportunity of opening up the system by shaping the 
steps of an accreditation procedure. But on the other, the practical needs that would allow the 
political opportunity to be realized  are not addressed. Undoubtedly, the current difficult 
economic context of the years following the reform must also be taken into account.  
 
In all cases the difference between the rapid development of type II European Schools and the 
near absence of type III European Schools since 2007, as well as the potential concerns 
regarding coherence between classical European Schools and accredited schools, are both 
elements that illustrate the limits of the Reform. Using the metaphor of the letter forwarded by 
Interparents to the European Parliament in May 2011, accredited schools are given the ‘recipe’ 
for European Schooling but they do not have any instructions (or training) in order to implement 
it (Interparents, 2011, p.2). It might be argued that the system does not even provide the 
economic means for promoting the opening up of the system.  
 
One clear example to support this hypothesis is the proposal included in the follow-up by the 
Board of Governors of the Review of the opening up of the European Schools (Board of 
Governors, 2011a). This document offers two possible solutions when dealing with the practical 
issue of the administrative costs created by the expansion of the system: a) to demand of  the 
accredited schools a fixed sum in order to cover the administrative costs; b) to recognise that the 
Reform of 2009 established that the three types of European Schools are part of the same 
system, and therefore are managed by the Secretariat General in name of the Board of 
Governors.  
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In other words, the choice was between accommodating the costs of administration related to 
the development of accredited schools; or on the contrary,  pushing even further the vision that 
the Board of Governors has a limited responsibility regarding accredited schools, even in terms 
of administrative management, and therefore that any additional cost should be paid by the new 
schools. Noticeably, the budgetary committee recommended to the Board of Governors that 
they adopt option a), by billing to each accredited school the sum of €5000, which is calculated 
after dividing by 6 (the number of accredited schools) the salary of a part-time employee at the 
Secretariat General (Board of Governors, 2011a, p.6). The Board of Governors plans to make its 
final decision in 2013 regarding this specific issue.  
 
To conclude this section, it is helpful to summarise the main challenges that lie ahead regarding 
accredited schools. I argue these are mainly three:  
a) Achieving a common ground regarding the minimum coherence judged necessary 
between European Schools and accredited schools, both in terms of pedagogy but also 
in terms of management, training, sociological environment, funding and fees.  
b) Solving the contradiction between the setting up of an accreditation procedure on one 
hand and on the other the absence of political and economic incentives to develop type 
III  accredited schools; acknowledging the potential damage in terms of public and 
political perception regarding the failure of the Reform regarding type III accredited 
schools.   
c) Acknowledging the political and pedagogical risks of using the issue of ‘autonomy’ in 
the case of accredited schools as a simple tool for expenditure control and reducing 
costs.  
 
2) THE STRUCTURE OF THE SYSTEM 
 
Supranational versus intergovernmental  
As defined by the Convention defining the Statute of the European Schools (mostly its articles 
8, 9 and 10) the nature of the system can be classified as intergovernmental (European Schools, 
2004).  
 
The main governing body of the European Schools is the Board of Governors, where the 
different member states are represented by their Minister of Education (or alternatively by a 
senior civil servant speaking in the name of the member state). The system was founded on this 
specific basis, among other reasons, because back in the fifties the incipient level of European 
cooperation did not include any room for setting up supranational collaboration in the field of 
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education. As explained in detail in Chapters Two and Three, despite some changes, the area of 
education is still considered in the European Treaties as a matter which is entirely managed by 
member states.  
 
Paradoxically, the main goal of the system was – at least until the 2009 reform - to provide a 
very specific type of education for a very specific group of pupils: the children of civil servants 
working for the European institutions. In that sense the purpose was to respond to a functional 
supranational need, but the governance was – and has remained - intergovernmental.  
 
The years of the reform and the concomitant debate about the new raison d’être of the system 
have had a major implication, which is to open the debate about the type of organisation that the 
system should become. This debate has not been straightforward. It can be assumed that it has 
been provoked by the progressive responsibilities added to the system since 2002, but also by an 
argumentation developed throughout the different resolutions of the European Parliament. Such 
line of argumentation was triggered, first of all, by the principle of budgetary accountability.  
 
In its point 8, the resolution of the European Parliament in 2002 considered that ‘the number of 
representatives of the Commission on the Board of Governors should be increased in order to 
ensure a stronger influence from the Community within the decision-making process of the 
European Schools’ (European Parliament, 2002). But more significantly, point 12 of the 
resolution presented for the first time a very different line of argumentation. In this point the 
European Parliament  
Request[ed] the European Commission to present by 1 March 2003 a 
legislative proposal setting out ways, which are not contrary to the Convention 
defining the Statute of the European Schools, to bring to an end the present 
discrepancy between the legislative provisions, that are of an intergovernmental 
nature and the budgetary provisions, which are in part of a supranational 
(community) character.   
(European Parliament, 2002).   
 
It is relevant to note that at that point the argument was not of a political nature. The reason for 
advocating  a possible change in the governance structure was based on the theory of budgetary 
and financial accountability. In 2002 the ‘intergovernmental’ nature of the system was not 
problematic. Yet, it was precisely this financial argument that radically evolved in the following 
10 years. 
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In the following resolution that the European Parliament devoted to European Schools, in 2005, 
the rapporteur – Herbert Bösch - pushed this reasoning further. Its point 17  
Note[d] that the Community currently pays a balancing contribution equivalent 
to some 57% of the annual cost of the European Schools system, whereas the 
Member States contribute 22%; believes, therefore, that the Commission, as 
representative of the Communities, should have voting rights on the Board of 
Governors more in line with the Communities' contribution to the budget, and 
that the Commission must report to the European Parliament following each 
meeting of the Board of Governors (…).  
(European Parliament, 2005).  
 
The question was not any more to increase the voting rights of the European Commission, but to 
give the European Institutions the ‘amount’ of power in line with the financial contribution 
made to the system. Considering that the European Union contribution still accounts for more 
than 50% of the budget, the European Parliament was, in practical terms, advocating  taking 
control of the European Schools system.  
 
But the most revolutionary step in that direction is the most recent resolution of the European 
Parliament of 27 September 2011, known by the name of its rapporteur, Jean-Marie Cavada 
(European Parliament, 2011). This resolution expresses for the first time the ambition of the 
European Parliament to change the nature of the system, and to bring it under the ‘umbrella’ of 
the European Union.  
 
Several points of the Cavada resolution mark a turning point in the debate.  Point F for example 
states clearly that the way in which European Schools operate needs to be improved and that the 
system should be given a ‘legal basis that will allow it to be simplified and to become more 
transparent and flexible’ (ibid). Point H goes in the same direction, directly linking the potential 
success of the reform with the need to implement a ‘fundamental change in the legal status on 
which the whole system is based’ (ibid).  
 
The most critical points of the resolution are 11, 12 and 13. Point number 11 states very clearly 
that ‘the current intergovernmental legal status of the European Schools has reached its limits’ 
(ibid), and point 12 asks for the direct cooperation of the European Commission:  
12. [the European Parliament] Stresses the need to give the European Schools 
the foundation of an adequate legal base, within the EU’s area of competence, 
and hopes that the Commission’s Directorate General for Education and 
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Culture, together with the Parliament’s Committee on Culture and Education 
can be involved in any discussions on the subject.  
(ibid).  
 
In terms of the political implications of this last point it is particularly relevant to note that the 
report does not mention the Directorate General of Administration in the European 
Commission, which is in fact the unit of the European Commission that currently deals with all 
matters related to European Schools. On the contrary, and following the clear political stance of 
the resolution, the call is made to the Directorate General for Education and Culture.  
 
In that sense the resolution is advocating not only changing the nature of the system, but  
moving it from the unit that deals with administration in the European Commission to the unit 
that deals with all educational and cultural policies at the European level.  
 
Point 13 states the legal provision that in view of the European Parliament provides a legal basis 
for such a revolutionary change in the nature of the system:  
 
13. Considers that the European Schools should be brought under the umbrella 
of the Union; considers than an appropriate legal basis in this regard could be 
Article 165 TFEU, which reads: ‘The Union should contribute to the 
development of quality education by encouraging cooperation between 
Member States and, if necessary, by supporting and supplementing their action, 
while fully respecting the responsibility of the Member States for the content of 
teaching and organisation of education systems and their cultural and linguistic 
diversity’, and further specifies the aims of the Union’s action, which 
correspond to the aims of the European Schools.  
(ibid).   
 
 
Before examining the response of the Board of Governors it is relevant to mention the response 
made by the parents, through the association of Interparents. In the document reporting about 
the Roundtable on the Cavada Resolution, celebrated by Interparents on Sunday 4 of December, 
the association seems to agree with the political vision expressed by the European Parliament 
regarding the convenience of changing the unit of the European Commission that deals with the 
European Schools system.  
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The document states that the ‘current system is dysfunctional because the department of 
Administration and Human Resources cannot offer  pedagogical and cultural issues or 
cooperation between Member States’ (Interparents, 2011). Some paragraphs later in the 
document states that ‘Interparents recognizes the importance of thinking ahead in terms of 
infrastructure and believes that DG admin is not the right part of the Commission to encourage 
type II and III schools in national systems’ (ibid).  
 
Regarding the possibility of creating a ‘new legal basis’ for the system, the parents ‘feel that 
European Schools should be under the umbrella of another inter-governmental department 
better placed, with more pedagogical expertise to contribute to the educational nature of 
European Schools’ (ibid). This statement is relevant because it shows that despite sharing the 
diagnosis made by the European Parliament, Interparents does not necessarily advocate 
changing the intergovernmental nature of the system. The reasons for that might be diverse and 
will need to be explored further before making any definitive assumption.    
 
As examined throughout this section, the ‘political fight’ regarding the nature of the system has 
been mounting since 2002, until exploding with the last European Parliament resolution in 
2011. Faced with this new debate the Board of Governors has expressed its position on 
numerous occasions. In 2006, when the Ministers of Education came together to give their 
political agreement to the Reform, the Presidency conclusions already stated in  Point 5 ‘the 
authority of the Board of Governors as a guarantee that the European Schools should continue 
to be an Intergovernmental Organisation’ (European Schools, 2006, p.5).  
 
More recently, in the document titled ‘Reflection on the Cavada Report’, published in 2012 by 
the Board of Governors as a response to the last European Parliament resolution (Board of 
Governors, 2012d), the ministers stated very clearly that the legal basis mentioned in the 
Cavada Report to bring the European Schools under the supranational umbrella is ‘completely 
out of the question’ (Board of Governors, 2012d, p.5).  
The Parliament refers to Article 165 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union (TFEU), which it considers to be an adequate legal basis for 
doing so. However, Article 165 TFEU is none other than old Article 149 of the 
Treaty establishing the European Community (TEC), which, it has been 
established several times, does not provide a sufficient legal basis, as the 
European Union has limited competence in the field of education.   
(Board of Governors, 2012a, p.5).  
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In that sense the political evolution of the debate since 2002 illustrates an increasing 
polarization between the Board of Governors and the European Parliament. Should European 
Schools become a supranational institution, under the umbrella of European institutions as 
supported by the European Parliament? Or should they continue to remain an intergovernmental 
organisation, where the administrative, pedagogical, and operational decisions are taken by the 
national states sitting on the Board of Governors?  
 
As a way to summarize the debate on the nature of the system, there are three main issues for 
the near future:   
a) Since 2002 the intergovernmental nature of the system has progressively become a  
topic of discussion. The issue has become part of a clear politicised and polarised clash 
between the Board of Governors and the European Parliament.  
b) The arguments put forward are principally expressed  in terms of ‘power’ and 
‘competences’, instead of presenting an argumentation based on the educational quality 
and needs of the European Schools system. Which structure could be more efficient 
regarding the objectives and values of the system?  
c) Partial doubts have arisen in the last 10 years over the political and technical capacity of 
the Board of Governors as well as the Directorate General Administration in the 
European Commission to be the most appropriate bodies to protect and promote the 
system.   
 
Overload of responsibilities  
The process of the reform and the transformation of the system have had an impact regarding 
the amount of work managed by the Board of Governors. The main governing body has become 
responsible not only for providing the political vision, but also for supervising and managing a 
plethora of aspects, from the reform of the European Baccalaureate, to setting up a system of 
accreditation; from the appointment of all members of the committees, to the setting up of the 
working groups dealing with specific issues. From controlling the budget of the European 
Schools system, to deciding on how to promote the expansion and opening up of new accredited 
schools type II/III.  
 
The Board of Governors has to deal with a multitude of elements. Most significantly, it has to 
deal with fields that might require different expertise. The priorities when deciding on the 
pedagogical quality of the system will be different than the priorities when deciding over 
budgetary matters. 
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Among these possible contradictions the issue of how to manage the European Baccalaureate is 
particularly challenging for the future development of the system. The Baccalaureate is a 
fundamental element of the added value of the European Schools. Any pupil that has received 
European schooling for the last two years of the secondary can be a candidate for the European 
Baccalaureate certificate. Such certificate has the major advantage that is recognised in any 
Member State of the European Union (in addition to Switzerland, Canada and the United States 
of America).  
 
The structure and the pedagogical quality of this final examination – for its breadth and 
multidisciplinarity - have been praised on numerous occasions, notably by the independent 
report published in 2009 by the Department of International Examinations at Cambridge 
University (Cambridge University, 2009). The conclusions of this report  were used when 
reforming some aspects of the European Baccalaureate in 2012.   
 
The report of the Chair of the 2012 European Baccalaureate Examination Board, published in 
November 2012, is of particular interest regarding the debate on the current structure of the 
system (European Schools, 2012b).  
 
Written by Norbert Pachler, from the Institute of Education in London, the report was praised 
by the Joint Teaching Committee, the Board of Inspectors, as well as the Parents. The document 
states a number of recommendations, among which are included multiple recommendations on 
the way that the competences are currently distributed. In its point 21, the chairman 
recommends for example 
consideration to be given to a reconfiguration of the role of the Baccalaureate 
Unit away from a mostly administrative entity towards more of a policy body 
as well as towards a body that takes more responsibility over the process of 
examination setting, the production of assessment criteria and marking 
schemes, the production of exemplar material and the training of development 
of teachers in all matters pertaining to examinations.   
(European Schools, 2012b, p.5).  
 
A couple of points later, in its recommendation 24, the chairman follows the same vision, by 
considering that the ‘Baccalaureate Unit could be given a more explicit remit for the strategic 
development of learning and teaching across the European School’ (European Schools, 2012b, 
p.6). And in its recommendation 25, the diagnosis made by Prof. Pachler points to the potential 
inadequate priorities currently guiding the system:  
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Discussions at various formal meetings throughout the course of the year have 
left me with the distinct impression that the system is currently driven by 
financial rather than pedagogical considerations; current financial exigencies 
would suggest the need for a more holistic approach to reform. 
(ibid).   
 
The same idea applies when he self-assesses his task as chairman of the European 
Baccalaureate. Crucially, he makes the following observation:   
The fact that a Chair is appointed as a representative of a Member state, rather 
than as an independent expert, could lead  certain conflicts of interest to occur 
– in order not to be misunderstood, this is a hypothetical risk, not one that has 
to the best of my knowledge ever occurred within the system; linked to the 
appointment procedure is a certain degree of vagueness around lines of 
communication and reporting.  
(European Schools, 2012b, p.7).  
 
All these recommendations are illustrative of the perils and limits of concentrating in the same 
hands the responsibility of management and the responsibility of pedagogical quality. The 
particular case of the future of the European Baccalaureate exemplifies the existing risk within 
the current structure. With the reform of 2009 and the progressive expansion of the system, the 
demand for guaranteeing and putting in place the correct quality checks has multiplied. The 
question for the future is how the Board of Governors will cope with an overload of increased 
responsibilities. Moreover, the question that will be posed at some point is about the 
convenience of separating the management duties from the pedagogical ones.  
 
Which role for the European Commission?  
As described in the previous paragraphs, the debate about the future structure of the system 
includes, to a greater or lesser  degree, a potential redesign of the intergovernmental overarching 
nature of the system.  Development along those lines needs to be contextualised within the 
position adopted by the European Commission, officially the main supranational institution 
currently involved in the system.  
 
The position adopted by the European Commission throughout the process of the reform has 
been somewhat less ‘pro-active’ than imagined. The main institutional body that has been 
advocating  giving the European Commission more powers has not been the Commission itself, 
but the European Parliament.  
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The European Commission has been repeatedly criticised by Parents, who perceive that the unit 
that currently deals with the European Schools system (Directorate General Administration) 
does not offer the technical, political and human expertise judged adequate.  
 
This negative perception has been amplified by what could be considered politically as the 
ambivalent discourse of the European Commission. On one hand the Commission maintains a 
discourse which is supportive of the European Schools system, but on the other the European 
Commission has shown particular interest in the issues involving budgetary rationalisation, and 
expenditure control - irrespective of having conducted an assessment of the implications for 
pedagogical quality and the subsistence of the system.  
 
In 2011 the European Commission even changed the interpretation of the system, by proposing 
an approximate ‘envelope’ of 164 million Euros for the European Schools system, instead of 
providing the required  balancing budget at the end of the budgetary negotiation (European 
Commission, 2011).  
 
The current context of economic crisis, and the current political strategy implemented by the 
European Commission advocating reducing costs partly explain the Commission’s attitude. But 
the European Commission is also faced with the politically complex funding structure of the 
system. In practice, the principle of a ‘balancing subsidy’ means that if the member states do not 
fulfil their economic obligations – mainly through the secondment of national teachers - it is the 
European Commission that needs to make up the difference.  
 
Since 2010 the European Schools system has been faced with the economic obstacle of some 
member states not fulfilling their obligations. The United Kingdom in particular has decided to 
reduce the number of seconded teachers, arguing that the demand within the English language 
sections is far greater than the number of British pupils enrolled in the European Schools 
system. This political reticence of many member states to fulfil their economic obligations is an 
example of the limits of the current funding structure of the system. 
 
European Schools are in a position of budgetary dependency regarding the member states and 
the balancing subsidy of the European Commission. Since 2010 both of these sources of 
revenue have been compromised, showing the fragility but also the potential source of conflict 
for the near future. Significantly, in the ‘Alicante Declaration on European Schools’, adopted by 
Interparents on April 2012, point 8 ‘denounces the lack of good governance, budgetary certainty 
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and pedagogical predictability, which is threatening the coherence of the system’ (Interparents, 
2012, p.2). Such strong criticism illustrates the potential deterioration of the system, only three 
years after the Reform of 2009. 
3) PEDAGOGY  
 
The institutional and political changes described since 2002 are also reflected in the pedagogical 
aspects of the system. With the opening up of the system, the Board of Governors has 
undertaken a symptomatic reformulation of the pedagogical objectives within the system. The 
curriculum and the syllabuses have been changed in order to introduce this vision. I examine 
these in the following paragraphs. 
 
On  9th and 10th  February 2012 the Joint Teaching Committee – which is the institution with a 
mandate of the Board of Governors to oversee all the pedagogical issues of the European 
Schools’ system - adopted the following document ‘New structure for all syllabuses in the 
system of the European schools’ (Board of Governors, 2011b). This document illustrates the 
path that the European Schools are taking in terms of pedagogical development. The vision 
presented in this document is essential, offering a perspective of what is probably to come in the 
next years (for a detailed overview of the curriculum of the European Schools see Chapter 
Three).  
 
The first relevant innovation is that the document adopts a common structure for all syllabuses. 
Each syllabus is divided in 6 sections:  
1-General Objectives of the European Schools 
2-Didactic Principles 
3-Learning Objectives  
4-Contents 
5-Assessment 
6-Annexe  
 
Excepting the first item – which includes the same information for all courses - the rest of the 
items are adapted to each course. Regarding the first item, the Joint Teaching Committee has 
adopted a common text that conveys the political and pedagogical vision of the system.  
 
The text specifies that the system has a double objective:   
The European Schools have the two objectives of providing formal education 
and of encouraging pupils’ personal development in a wider social and cultural 
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context. Formal education involves the acquisition of competences – 
knowledge, skills and attitudes across a range of domains. Personal 
development takes place in a variety of spiritual, moral, social and cultural 
contexts. 
(Board of Governors, 2011b, p.2).  
 
This sentence makes implicit reference to the multicultural environment of the system. It might 
be assumed from that document that the Joint Teaching Committee considers that the existence 
of such a multicultural environment plays an essential role in order to fulfil the second 
pedagogical objective of the Schools.  
 
The crucial section of the document reads as follows:  
The pupils of the European Schools are future citizens of Europe and the world. 
As such, they need a range of competences if they are to meet the challenges of 
a rapidly-changing world. In 2006 the European Council and European 
Parliament adopted a European Framework for Key Competences for Lifelong 
Learning. It identifies eight key competences which all individuals need for 
personal fulfilment and development, for active citizenship, for social inclusion 
and for employment: 1. communication in the mother tongue; 2. 
communication in foreign languages; 3. mathematical competence and basic 
competences in science and technology; 4. digital competence; 5. learning to 
learn; 6. social and civic competences; 7. sense of initiative and 
entrepreneurship; 8. cultural awareness and expression.  
The European Schools’ syllabuses seek to develop all of these key 
competences in the pupils. 
(Board of Governors, 2011b, p.3).   
 
Significantly, the pedagogical objectives of the European Schools are defined on the basis of the 
European Framework for Key Competences, as adopted by the European Institutions (see 
chapter 2). This development in the pedagogical structure of the system already places the 
system under the symbolic umbrella of the European Union. This move could be analysed in the 
light of the debate about the intergovernmental nature of the European School system.  
 
The new common structure in terms of pedagogy already emphasises the will to connect the 
European Schools with the educational policy of the European Union. Such a change means de 
facto that European Schools are the first educational system across Europe to structure their 
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pedagogical curriculum in terms  of the guidelines and the ‘voluntary’ framework adopted at the 
European level. This  change originates from a totally innovative idea, which consists in 
imagining the European Schools system as the first educational system in Europe with a public 
vocation beyond the control of the member states.  
 
I have examined in detail in Chapters Two and Three both the positive and negative academic 
accounts regarding the current educational policy at the European level. What is relevant to note 
here is that beyond such a debate, the simple decision to base the curriculum of the European 
Schools on  the guidelines and priorities set by the European Union is already illustrative of a 
major development within the system.  
 
The document of the Joint Teaching Committee makes official the link between the notion of 
‘European schooling’, as developed by the European Schools, and the educational policy of the 
European Union.  
 
This is particularly noticeable in the introductory sentence of the document:  
The underlying concept of this structure expresses a change from the contents-
oriented syllabus to a competence-bases syllabus. The structure of the syllabus 
is intentionally brief and precise. 
(Board of Governors, 2011b, p.1).  
Significantly, the Joint Teaching Committee adopts the vision of ‘competence-based’ education, 
which corresponds to the exact vision developed by the European Institutions for its educational 
policy (see Chapters Two and Three).  
 
The tendency to bring closer the pedagogical objectives of the European Schools with the 
European Union is also emphasised in the Alicante Declaration on European Schooling made by 
Interparents (op cit), on April 2012, in particular in point 14, where Parents 
Ask[s] that Member States’ determination to invest in the development of 
quality education, youth and mobility, cultural and linguistic diversity, the 
European dimension and citizenship as well as a global perspective, Europe 
2020-strategy and lifelong learning goals also apply to European Schools 
 (op cit, p.2).  
 
The Alicante declaration mentions directly the documents considered as the bedrock of the 
educational agenda at the European level: the 2020-strategy and the concept of ‘life-long 
learning’.   
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The strategy to bring the type of pedagogical curriculum offered at the European Schools closer 
to  the educational policies set by the European institutions is also evident  in the changes that 
were introduced for the European Baccalaureate. When the Board of Governors adopted the 
final report of the working group ‘Reform of the European Baccalaureate’, it was agreed that the 
marking/grading criteria would be inspired by the ECTS (European Credit Transfer System), 
which is precisely the marking criterion used by the European Union at the postgraduate level.  
 
The main pedagogical developments within the European Schools during the Reform and the 
main challenges since then can be summarised as follows:  
a) The opening up of the system has accelerated the need to rethink a new strategy to 
provide a clear pedagogical coherence across the system.  
b) Since 2010 the official documentation is linking the objectives of European schooling –
as implemented by the European Schools- with the same objectives of the educational 
policy adopted by European Institutions.  
c) Such change means that in terms of pedagogy, the system of European Schools could be 
presented in the near future as the first educational system adopting the current 
educational vision defended by the EU.  
4) THE FUTURE OF TYPE I EUROPEAN SCHOOLS 
 
Throughout this chapter I have examined the possible future scenarios of three particular 
elements of the system: the accredited schools, the structure, and the pedagogy. I will now focus 
on some of the challenges that face the classical European Schools, which are known in the 
system as ‘type I’. These schools are the historical ones and started to be created in 1953. These 
are schools which fulfil primarily the original functional raison d’être of the system: providing 
education to the children of civil servants working for the European institutions (for a detailed 
list of all European Schools see Appendix 1).  
 
Despite the rapid development of accredited schools since the start of the Reform of 2009, the 
classical type I remains the prominent type of European Schools, both in terms of number of 
pupils, as well as in the total number of establishments. For the year 2010-2011 the total pupil 
population in type 1 European Schools was 22,778. In comparison, the number of pupils 
enrolled in accredited schools was only 1,659 – despite an increase of 20% in only one year - 
(see Appendix 1).  
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The type 1 European Schools are located in those cities where the European Union has deployed 
its main administrative bodies. The most representative locations, Brussels and Luxembourg, 
have 7 of the 14 Type I European Schools, accounting for more than 60% of the total pupil 
population. These schools have a strict enrolment policy, where category I children (children of 
workers of the European institutions) have absolute priority over category II (children of 
workers from international or private institutions that have signed a contract with the Board of 
Governors) and category III (the rest of the pupils).   
 
In order to set up a type 1 European School, the Board of Governors approved in 2000 the 
indicative document containing the Critères pour l’ouverture, la fermeture ou le maintien des 
Écoles Européennes (Board of Governors, 2000b). Most known in the system by the name of 
the rapporteur, the ‘Gaignage’ criteria set a number of conditions that justify politically the 
creation of a type 1 European School. The experience since 2000 is that those criteria are not 
easily met in cities other than Brussels and Luxembourg.  
 
For the opening up of a type 1 European School  the document considers that the Board of 
Governors must take into account three elements:  
-The minimum number of language sections (at least 3)  
-The minimum number of pupils per language section (75 in total for all the primary years, and 
84 for all the secondary years) 
-The minimum number of category I pupils (70% in cities with a strong presence of European 
institutions, and 50% in other cities).    
 
The Board of Governors allows itself to have some flexibility over those criteria, but they 
remain the basis for the decision of setting up new language sections, and new type 1 European 
Schools.  
 
One final element that needs to be considered is that the political initiative to open up a type 1 
European School must come from the member state where the school will be located. This is a 
fundamental point when studying the history and the development of the system. The monopoly 
of the member states is emphasised not only by the intergovernmental nature of the system but 
by the exclusive prerogative held by national governments to create new European Schools. As 
I will explain later, this situation has often provoked some tensions between the infrastructural 
needs of the system and the political apathy of certain member states.  
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Languages   
There are currently four European Schools operating in Brussels. In total there are 17 different 
language sections (some of those sections are present in only one school, others are offered in 
more than one school). The following table summarizes the distribution of language sections as 
it will be implemented in the academic year 2013-2014 (Board of Governors, 2012e, p.3).  
 
Language sections in the Brussels European Schools (for the academic year 2013-2014):  
School DE EN FR CS DK EL ES FI HU IT LT NL PL PT SW BL RO TOTAL 
Brus. I x x x  x  x  x x   x     8 
Brus. II x x x     x  x x* x  x x   9 
Brus. III x x x x*  x x     x      7 
Brus. IV x x x       x  x    x* x 7 
Total 4 4 4 1 1 1 2 1 1 3 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 31 
 
(Language codes: DE=German; EN=English; FR=French;  CS= Czech;  DK= Danish; EL= 
Greek; ES= Spanish; FI= Finnish; HU= Hungarian; IT= Italian; LT= Lithuanian; NL= Dutch; 
PL= Polish; PT= Portuguese; SW= Swedish; BL=Bulgarian; RO=Romanian).  
* The Lithuanian and Bulgarian sections are only offered at the Nursery and Primary level.  
* The Czech section is only offered until the third year of secondary   
 
When comparing the table above with the number of official languages in the European Union it 
is relevant to note that some of the Member States that joined the EU with the expansions of 
2004, 2007 and 2013 do not have their own language section. The pupils that attend the 
European Schools but do not have their own language section for their mother tongue are called 
SWALS – Students Without a Language Section. For the year 2013-2014, the so-called 
SWALS’ pupils come from the following linguistic backgrounds: Lithuanian (secondary), 
Bulgarian (secondary), Latvian (all levels), Slovak (all levels), Slovene (all levels), Estonian (all 
levels), Maltese (all levels) and Croat (all levels).  
 
As explained in Chapter Three, the bedrock of the European Schools system is to provide 
education in the mother tongue of all pupils, allowing them to remain in contact with its cultural 
background but also in order to guarantee that they will be able to reintegrate into their national 
educational systems if necessary.  In that sense the successive expansions of the EU since 2004 
have posed a massive challenge to the system.  
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European Schools have to deal with a paradoxical situation. On one hand the founding principle 
of the system calls for the establishment of all necessary language sections corresponding to the 
linguistic background of all pupils. But on the other, the ‘Gaignage’ criteria of 2000 (op cit) 
states that there should be a minimum number of pupils from the same language background 
before creating the corresponding section. In that sense the ideal principle of parity of esteem 
between all official languages is not easy to implement in practical terms. The four European 
Schools in Brussels show the complex equilibrium that needs to be achieved  in order to 
maintain a certain degree of diversity and coherence within each school. Symptomatically, the 
number of SWALS students has been steadily increasing since 2007 and for the year 2011-2012 
the number rose to 676 pupils, representing approximately 7% of the total population of the 
European Schools in Brussels (Board of Governors, 2011c, p.18).  
 
As shown in the above table, not all European Schools offer the same language sections. A 
Lithuanian pupil, for example will not be able to choose among the four schools in Brussels. 
The only school with a Lithuanian section is Brussels II. Despite having a limited choice, the 
Lithuanian pupil will have the opportunity to attend his own language section in at least one of 
the schools in Brussels. 
 
This possibility simply disappears when the European School is located in a city where the lack 
of migrant families makes it more difficult to have the number of pupils justifying the creation 
of a specific language section. This can be observed when comparing the number of language 
sections in the Brussels or Luxembourg area (where European Schools have more than 7 or 8 
language sections), with the rest of the European Schools in Europe (where usually the school 
provides a maximum of 3 or 4 language sections).  
 
The schools outside Brussels focus on providing the compulsory language sections in French, 
German and English (plus normally the language of the country of location), which in practical 
and political terms means that the three working languages of the European Union get a 
preferential position.  
 
The main question regarding the issue of languages in the type 1 European Schools is how to 
maintain a high degree of plurality and diversity of language sections, while at the same time 
fulfilling the indicative criteria set by the Gaignage Report in 2000. It all depends on the number 
of applications from pupils coming from different backgrounds. If the system continues to 
attract a certain number of pupils from all language and cultural backgrounds, then the demand 
will justify in itself the creation of the appropriate language sections. If the system fails to 
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attract such a diverse group of users, then the offer will progressively diminish. The main 
concern is to provide  adequate incentives to  children coming from minority languages in order 
that they will wish to attend this educational system.  
 
Without the determination to maintain a high degree of plurality in the pedagogical offer, the 
system might be reduced to the languages of French, German and English. In such context the 
unconscious link that currently exists in European Schools between the language diversity and 
the presence of a multicultural environment could be diluted.   
 
Saturation   
The European Schools located in Brussels have systematically suffered from a problem of 
overcrowding for the past ten years. At the beginning of the 2011-12 academic year the Brussels 
I school had 3149 pupils, when its optimal capacity was 3100. The Brussels II school welcomed 
3176 pupils, when its optimal capacity is 2850. The Brussels III school enrolled 2923 pupils, 
when its optimal capacity is 2650.  
 
The only school that had fewer pupils than its optimal capacity was Brussels IV, with 1052 
pupils – with an optimal capacity of 2800 -. This lower number is because the data was 
collected when the School was still operating in a temporary site. In fact, the Brussels IV 
European School only moved to its final site in Laeken in the 2012-13 academic year, almost 
five years later than scheduled (Board of Governors, 2011c, p.15).   
 
This critical situation has been portrayed in every annual report from the Secretariat General 
since 2005. As pointed out in one of those reports, on average the European Schools in Brussels 
have been receiving 392 more pupils each year since 2007 (Board of Governors, 2011c, p.16). 
Only for the year 2012-2013 (up to October 2012), the number of new pupils enrolled in one of 
the four European Schools in Brussels was 1640, which amounted to a 6% increase compared 
with the previous year (Board of Governors, 2012e, p.3).  
 
The constant problem of overcrowding in the Schools located in Brussels is indicative of the 
potential political obstacles when trying to open new European Schools. As explained 
previously in this chapter, the current policy for setting up new schools specifies that the agent 
responsible for providing the buildings and facilities for a new school is the member state where 
the school will be located. In other words, the current system acts as a disincentive, in economic 
terms, preventing the member state from supporting the opening up of a new European School. 
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The problem is aggravated by the fact that the only agent that can initiate a petition to open a 
new school is, precisely, the member state.  
 
Regarding this problem the system will need to face the challenge of evaluating the incentives 
currently provided to the different stakeholders. Indeed, the current incentives and the way the 
decision-making power is distributed can be deficient. More importantly, the lack of such 
incentives might have  damaging consequences for the quality and the material subsistence of 
the system. The potential solution of the overcrowding lies solely in the hands of a member state 
that knows that it will have to take responsibility for the costs associated with new schools.  
 
The future for ‘category III’ pupils  
When faced with the problem of scarcity of places, the Board of Governors has been applying 
the last five years a very restrictive enrolment policy for category III pupils. As indicated in the 
official enrolment policy for the incoming year 2013-2014, the enrolment of such pupils is 
‘restrict[ed] to the siblings of present pupils, abiding strictly by the decisions of the Board of 
Governors concerning this category of pupils’ (Board of Governors, 2012e, p.6).   
 
This has led to a logical decrease in the percentage of category III children in the European 
Schools in Brussels, providing new arguments for the debate about the potential ‘sociological’ 
homogeneity within the Schools. Professor Van Parijs, at the Université Catholique de Louvain, 
has been one of the academics voicing particularly critical views  on this point. In an interview 
in 2009 with the European newspaper Euractiv, Prof. Van Parijs stated that the enrolment policy 
provoked various ‘resentments’ among the Belgian population.  
This resentment is easily amplified, fairly or not, when it is pointed out that the 
households granted access to these schools are precisely those exempted from 
paying the Belgian federal income tax (…) [T]he many journalists, lawyers, 
lobbyist, NGO employees, etc. living in Brussels because of the EU have 
children with exactly the same sort of needs as those of EU employees, yet they 
are too excluded.   
(Van Parijs, 2009, p.2).   
 
When asked if the European Schools contributed to bridging cultural and social gaps between 
different national communities the answer from Van Parijs was ‘cultural yes. Social no. Quite 
the contrary: it contributes to widening the gap as a direct consequence of the apartheid logic 
outlined earlier’ (Van Parijs, 2009, p.3). This criticism points to exactly the same problem 
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expressed by Mark Leonard and Julia Galaski, both former pupils of the European Schools, 
quoted in the introduction of the thesis.  
 
The incapacity to solve a practical problem – the overcrowding in Brussels - is leading to a 
major issue of legitimacy and reputation – the maintenance of the system as a socially exclusive 
milieu. The political and social implications of such policy for the future of the system cannot 
be neglected.  
 
The reform of 2009 was precisely implemented to ‘open up’ the system to other children than 
category I. The evolution of the European Schools is, in that sense, contradictory. While the 
system has started to open up outside the Belgian capital, in the  type 1 European Schools the 
issues  related to the legitimacy of the whole system of admission have become more acute.  
 
In addition, the Board of Governors has been implementing in the last 20 years a substantial and 
uninterrupted increase in terms of fees for category III children. Between 1993 and  2004, 
school fees for category III children have increased on average by 9% per year. In the  
2003/2004 year the Board of Governors decided to further increase the fees by 33% (Board of 
Governors, 2012f, p.7). Between 2004 and 2012 the fees were frozen in real terms (increasing 
only with the annual inflation rate), but in December 2012 the Board of Governors adopted 
again a ‘one-shot’ increase ranging between 20% and 30% (Board of Governors, 2012g). 
 
As it currently stands, the evolution of the policy regarding fees for category III contradicts the 
supposed ‘public vocation’ of the system, as emphasised politically by different actors 
throughout the reform (see Chapter Four). Moreover, it widens the economic distinction 
between category I children (who do not pay any fees) and children classified as category I and 
II.  
 
For the 2013/2014 year, pupils newly enrolled as category III will pay between 20% (minimum) 
up to 30% (maximum) more than the current year, depending on the policy of each specific 
European school.   
 
Pupils already enrolled as category 3 will continue to pay the following amounts: 2,811.96 EUR 
(Nursery); 3,866.48 EUR (Primary); 5,272.47 EUR (Secondary). In addition, the Board of 
Governors  
decided to reduce the school fee reductions for siblings as from the 2013-2014 
school year. The new reductions for the first sibling would be 20% (instead of 
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50%) and 40% (instead of 75%) for all subsequent siblings. The new 
reductions would also only apply to pupils newly enrolled as category III pupils 
in the 2013-2014 school year. 
(Van Parijs, 2009, p.8).   
 
Most significantly, the report that was presented to the Board of Governors by the ‘School Fees’ 
working group on November 2012 included three different options. The first option, supported 
by Interparents, proposed a ‘one-shot’ increase of 2% for the fees of category III for the 2013-
14 academic year, plus applying the inflation rate for the following 7 years. The second option, 
defended by the European Commission, proposed a ‘one-shot’ increase of 51% for 2013-2014, 
plus applying the inflation rate in the following years. The third option, supported by the 
European Patent Office, defended a ‘one-shot’ increase of 10-30%, plus applying the inflation 
rate in the following years.  
 
Regarding the family benefits, the working group also stated three different positions. The first 
option, supported by Parents, proposed a reduction of 35% of the total cost of fees for the first 
sibling (instead of 50%) and a reduction of 60% for every following sibling (instead of 75%). 
The second option, defended by European Patent Office, proposed a reduction of 25% for the 
first sibling and a reduction of 50% for every following sibling. The third option, defended by 
the European Commission, proposed a reduction of 15% for the first sibling and a reduction of 
30% for every following sibling.  
 
The analysis of the options proposed gives a very clear idea of the position of each actor. The 
European Commission is, in either case, the institution calling for a more radical increase in 
terms of fees as well as when reducing the family benefits. From a perspective of policy-
making, the position of the European Commission contradicts its supposed interest in 
developing the image of the European Schools as a system that has a ‘public vocation’. As 
described in the previous chapters, the position of the European Commission is symptomatic of 
the current political priorities, which appear to be built on an economic and cost-based 
approach.  
 
In order to summarise the future scenarios for type 1 European Schools, three elements are 
particularly decisive:  
a) The group of schools located in Brussels and Luxembourg face the choice of reducing 
the language sections, or opting for a policy of expansion of their  linguistic diversity. 
The choice will affect the degree of multiculturalism within European Schools.  
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b) Type 1European Schools  face a major problem of saturation. The overcrowding 
problem, when linked with the functional raison d’être of the schools, is creating an 
even more socially homogeneous pupil population. In practice, type 1 European 
Schools have followed exactly the opposite  tendency to  the one praised by the 2009 
Reform. Paradoxically, the current potential risks in terms of public reputation, pupil 
diversity, and political legitimacy have deteriorated since 2009.   
c) The way in which decisions have been taken regarding the admission criteria, fees and 
incentives for attracting category III children are illustrative of the will to integrate such 
pupils. Despite the reform, the current situation means that fewer category III children 
will enrol each year in type 1 European Schools.  
5) THE CHALLENGE OF REPUTATION 
 
Press 
Since their origins, European Schools have been commonly perceived as a ‘specialised’ system, 
in line with their functional purpose. Conceived by and for the civil servants working for the 
European institutions, European Schools have been subject to a limited degree of public 
attention - when compared for example with larger public or private educational establishments. 
The system has also attracted less attention compared to other international networks of 
education, such as International Schools, the worldwide system of Lycée Français, or the 
German Auslandsschularbeit.  
 
Despite this limited attention, when – rarely - quoted in the mainstream press the European 
Schools are in general criticised. The image conveyed is of an elitist institution, fomenting 
social segregation, enjoying funding privileges and suffering from a severe lack of legitimacy. 
There are two main types of arguments commonly used when criticising the schools: those  
focusing on a particular feature of the system, and those  focusing on the larger ‘European’ 
spirit around the whole network.  
 
a) Criticisms of specific features  
Some of the arguments, for example the idea of ‘fomenting social segregation’ are based on 
specific elements that currently exist in the system. The interview in 2009 published by Euractiv 
with Prof. Van Parijs is an illustrative example (Van Parijs, 2009). The interviewee focuses on 
the restrictive enrolment policy applied in the European Schools in Brussels, which in his 
opinion, leads to a potential adverse homogeneity of pupils:   
It is not good for the offspring of the EU's bureaucracy to grow up in such a 
socially homogeneous environment. Nor is it good for a city like Brussels to 
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have part of its school population creamed off by what amounts to an invidious 
apartheid regime: when you are admitted to an elite school by virtue of the 
status of your parents, it is hard not to develop a feeling of superiority towards 
those who are not. 
(Van Parijs, 2009).  
 
Another recurrent criticism focuses on the way the system is funded. One of the few articles 
published by the British newspaper The Times about European Schools is precisely about this 
issue. In its article of 2007 titled ‘£98m for Eurocrat schools’, the columnist judges the public 
contribution from the European budget unjustified, and even more considering that the schools 
are not opened to all children (Charter, 2007).  
 
b) European image 
The second set of criticisms focuses on the ‘European’ spirit of the system. This type of 
criticism is clearly political, and is intended to question the vision behind the system as well as 
the overt purpose of the system to promote and teach ‘European values’.  
 
The most recent illustrative article of such criticism is an article published in 2011 by the Daily 
Mail. The title is already eloquent: ‘Elite European Schools: how the eurocrats' kids get the 
gravy and you pay for it’ (Synon, 2011). The article reads as follows:  
The schools offer an aggressively ‘European’ education from nursery level 
through secondary level, meant to produce children who are – and this is their 
founding mission statement -- ‘in mind Europeans, schooled and ready to 
complete and consolidate the work of their fathers before them, to bring into 
being a united and thriving Europe.’ In fact, these superior multi-lingual 
international schools are producing a caste of taxpayer-funded euro-elite who 
will grow up with connections and networking skills denied to other children. 
(ibid).  
 
Across Europe the image of the European Schools is sometimes associated with these two 
elements. On one hand the ‘unfair’ implications of the enrolment policy, and on the other the 
‘European’ political vision, which is considered in many cases as not ‘legitimate’.  
 
Chapter Five and Chapter Three of this thesis provide some elements of reflection and nuance 
regarding both criticisms. It is particularly relevant for example to note that the major 
development of the system – i.e. the reform of 2009 - has not been treated by any of the British 
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newspapers. In that sense, a brief analysis of the topic in the press seems to confirm that the 
debate on European Schools is simply non-existent in the public debate, and that when treated, 
the analysis remains superficial. In other cases, the system is simply used as an instrument in the 
political debate about the overall pertinence of the European integration process.  
 
The way in which the press often deals with the topic of European Schools is illustrative of the 
intrinsic difficulties that the system confronts regarding its reputation. As described above, 
some of the criticisms are founded on specific policies of the system (for example its enrolment 
policy in the Brussels area). Other criticisms are associated with the political relations that exist 
between the values of the schools and the European Union. In both cases the system is faced 
with the self-evident challenge of developing a pro-active strategy in terms of reputation-
building. Otherwise, the image of European Schools will remain negative.  
 
Based on the current public and political debate it might be assumed that the system of 
European Schools has not developed such pro-active strategy. Furthermore, it might be argued 
that the opening up with the reform in 2009 has not been accompanied by the expected change 
in terms of public perception. The failure in terms of communication is substantial and can have 
strong repercussions.     
 
Topical initiatives  
While the system is not developing – on the face of it - any plan in terms of 
communication/reputation, some agents are organising their own initiatives to influence the way 
in which the larger public perceives the system of European Schools, and the values attached to 
it.  
 
One of the recent examples of such initiatives is the launch of the EU-wide campaign by the 
lobbying group ‘MEET’ - Movement towards a European Education Trust. This  movement 
presented in 2011 the eighth European Citizens’ Initiative since the Lisbon Treaty, titled ‘High 
Quality European Education for All’. The European Citizens’ Initiative is a new legal provision 
that allows one million citizens across Europe to propose new legislation to the European 
Commission:  
A European citizens' initiative is an invitation to the European Commission to 
propose legislation on matters where the EU has competence to legislate. A 
citizens' initiative has to be backed by at least one million EU citizens, coming 
from at least 7 out of the 27 member states. A minimum number of signatories 
is required in each of those 7 member states. 
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(European Commission, 2013f).  
 
The MEET petition ‘High Quality European Education for All’, as indicated in the official 
website of the European Commission, has the goal to:  
Establish a multi-stakeholder discussion/collaboration platform where parents, 
teachers, students, social partners, educators and decision-makers will propose, 
debate and formulate a European policy for a quality, pluralistic and EU 2020-
oriented educational model at primary and secondary level for all Europeans. 
Establish a roadmap to implement the above educational model, possibly 
culminating in a European Baccalaureate, for the benefit of future generations, 
as foreseen by the Lisbon Treaty.  
 (ibid).  
 
The official group of citizens that have proposed this initiative are also involved in the parents’ 
association of the European Schools. Despite not being cantered exclusively in European 
Schools, the petition has a clear link with European schooling – as provided in the European 
School system - and gives a prominent role to the European Baccalaureate.  
 
In that sense the initiative promotes  discussion about European education across Europe and 
tries to present the European Baccalaureate as a certificate with a high quality standard and as a 
source of potential useful educational practices.  
 
Efforts have also been made to create links between each European School and their local 
communities. Further research in this field could provide a more complete assessment regarding 
the benefits of such strategy. In any case it is plausible to think than European Schools need to 
embrace the overall sense of ‘opening up’, which includes building bridges with the nearby 
national schools.  
 
This particular element is also emphasised by the need to guarantee  pedagogical equivalence 
between national systems and European Schools. Currently, European schooling is only 
partially recognised by the national systems of education. The mutual recognition of the 
equivalence between the years of European schooling and the years of schooling at the national 
level is a key part for improving the image of the system. Working towards such equivalence 
will increase the opportunities in terms of mobility, but also in order to create channels of 
cooperation between European Schools and national establishments.  
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Competing with other ‘international schools’?  
European Schools, despite all their specificities, offer a type of education that has some 
similarities with other international educational systems. The study of the differences and 
similarities between the different types of transnational schools is a field offering increasing 
opportunities for academic research.  
 
In the case of European Schools only a couple of recent documents have studied the system 
from a comparative perspective. In 2006 the Board of Governors decided to commission an 
independent analysis of four of the smaller type 1 European Schools  located across Europe. 
The outcome was the report submitted by the Bureau van Dijk Management Consultants SA in 
August 2006 (Van Dijk, 2006). This report includes a brief comparative analysis between the 
European Schools and the potential ‘alternatives’ in terms of international schooling in the four 
cities studied.  
 
The team of consultants based their conclusions on a series of interviews with the parents, 
teachers and directors of the four European Schools. The report stated that among the most 
praised features of the system, number one was that ‘comparatively speaking international 
schools do not offer language tuition as diversified and as intensive as European schools’ (ibid). 
Two other elements were highly praised by parents: First, the European Baccalaureate, which is 
‘recognized by nearly all the Member States and therefore allows their children to follow their 
studies in any European universities’;  second, ‘the multicultural and European citizen spirit 
brought by the multilingual education of European schools, these being certainly not 
perceivable in the international schools’ (ibid).  
 
The three elements most praised by parents are indicative of the key points that determine the 
reputation of the system: a) languages, b) European Baccalaureate, c) multicultural background.  
 
As described in detail throughout this chapter these three elements are, precisely, the ones that 
are facing a degree of  tension in the context of the Reform of 2009. The direction in which 
these three elements will move will also determine the future reputation of the system. 
Whatever the case, the initial conclusions presented by the Van Dijk report indicate how the 
reputation of the system might depend on those three features:  
These 3 arguments put forward by parents are justified and real, up to the point 
that several parents formally affirm that without the presence of the European 
School, they would never have moved to the region, and hence, as far as cat.I 
parents are concerned, not have come to work for the European Commission.   
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 (ibid).   
 
Throughout this section I have focused on the image of the European Schools in the media and 
the general public. I argue that the current reputation of the system is structured around four 
main factors: 
a) Overall the press in the European Union (and more precisely the British press) rarely 
informs the public about the system of European Schools.  
b) When it does, the image conveyed of the system is a negative one. European Schools 
are then portrayed as a politicised and elitist educational framework.  
c) Some topical initiatives are being developed by lobbying groups and associations in 
order to improve the image of European Schools. In particular the launch of the 
European Citizens’ Initiative ‘European Education for All’.  
d) The strengthening of the links between European Schools and their local communities is 
perceived as an essential factor regarding the reputation of the system.   
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Chapter 7: Conclusion 
 
The conclusion is divided in two sections. The first section presents the main findings of the 
study (1). I argue that the contribution of the thesis is to answer to the question of ‘why the 
reform happened’. The second section reflects on the potential further academic research 
suggested by some of the topics analysed (2). The Reform of 2009 provides new opportunities 
for comparative research, as well as for projects involving policy analysis on European 
education.  
* 
 
1) SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 
 
The main contribution of the thesis is to present the reasons that motivated the reform of the 
European Schools. I consider that the study of these motivations has allowed me to answer the 
main research question of the study: how far does the reform of the European Schools in 2009 
fulfil the ambition for renewal and expansion of the system? 
 
I have argued that the research question could only be answered after careful analysis of the 
different objectives defended by the actors involved. As described in Chapter Four, I have 
shown that the political vision of the European Parliament has been different from the vision 
defended by the European Commission, the Board of Governors, or the parents’ association. 
 
Each of these actors approached the reform from a different perspective, but all of them agreed 
on the need to legitimise and modernise the system of European Schools. The conclusion of the 
thesis is that the system has only partially fulfilled this objective. Moreover, I have argued that 
the system is at a crossroads because without a stronger commitment towards modernisation and 
legitimation the whole network of European Schools might well be threatened.  
 
The reform of 2009  
The reform of the European Schools focused on three official goals: opening up of the System 
and of the European Baccalaureate to other pupils; reform of governance; and cost sharing 
amongst the Member States (Board of Governors, 2009).  
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Behind the first notion of opening up there were two main innovations: 
• Consolidation of an accreditation procedure by which national schools could provide 
European schooling. The national schools accredited are classified as European Schools 
Type II/III -while traditional European Schools are classified as Type I.  
• Transformation of the European Baccalaureate. Type II and type III Schools would 
have the possibility of offering the same final certificate as European Schools type I. 
Such certificate is recognised in all European universities.  
 
Throughout the thesis I describe how the process of the Reform was influenced by a number of 
different actors, such as the European Parliament, the European Commission, the Parents… etc. 
When studying the ways in which the documents followed each other all institutions point to the 
European Parliament as the initiator of the process, both through its resolution of 2002 and 2005 
(European Parliament, 2002, 2005). I have argued that those resolutions can be considered the 
political trigger of the process.  
 
After the analysis of all documentation available, the different motivations leading to the reform 
can be summarized into three categories: political, economic and contextual.   
 
• Political  
By ‘political’ I mean ideological. This type of motivation is best portrayed by the position of the 
European Parliament (EP). The thesis shows that the position of the EP is based on the idea that 
the opening up of the European Schools is a political necessity in order to consolidate and 
improve the process of European integration.  
 
Moreover, the EP considers that the expansion of the system is the logical transformation of a 
system that has a certain public vocation. The EP defends the idea that European Schools foster 
the feeling of identity among European citizens, and therefore, the pro-European institutional 
bodies of the European Union should encourage the expansion and consolidation of such 
system.  
 
It also defends the idea that European schooling, because of its features – multilingual, 
multicultural, multinational - should be considered a potential ‘model’ when imagining potential 
systems of public European education.  
 
The weakness of such reasoning is that there is no practical way to assess and identify the 
connection between European Schools and European identity. As explained in Chapter Two, the 
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academic literature involving the concepts of European identity and European Citizenship 
Education are particularly ambiguous. Indeed, there is an intrinsic obstacle when trying to 
measure such notions.   
 
• Economical  
All stakeholders express part of their argumentation in economic terms. Yet, those arguments 
are very different between.  
 
The position of the European Commission is focused on defending a better share of the 
budgetary responsibility. The different documents published by the Commission convey the 
idea that the contribution of the European institutions should be linked with the specific number 
of children of category I attending the system.  
 
In contrast, the cost of the system is not necessarily problematic in itself for the European 
Parliament. For the EP, the problem resides principally in the lack of accountability and 
transparency between the agent paying for the overall functioning of the system (European 
Union) and the agent holding the decision-making power (the Board of Governors). The lack of 
a clear relation between the funding bodies and the decision-makers is considered an essential 
point of the debate.  
 
• Contextual   
The thesis also suggests that the historical, institutional and sociological transformations in 
Europe during the last decade have influenced the process of reform.  
 
For the Board of Governors these systemic changes are the main justification for undertaking 
the Reform. Among these changes there are three that are repeatedly mentioned: the European 
Union enlargement of 2004; the setting up of new decentralized European Union agencies 
across Europe; and the need to encourage educational and training mobility in a globalized era.  
 
The concluding remark regarding the process of the reform is that some of the motivations 
studied might become incompatible over time. For example, the fight over the nature of the 
system – supranational or intergovernmental, could be exacerbated by the fight over who pays 
for the costs of the system. Curiously, despite being part of the same ‘European’ supranational 
framework, the arguments presented by the European Commission and the European Parliament 
are not the same. In that sense there is no alliance between the different institutions within the 
European Union.     
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European Schools for the new Europe?   
The history of the European integration process has been written as a continuous tension 
between two schools: the functionalists and the idealists. The idea behind the functionalist 
vision is that European integration is the result of progressive small acts of cooperation. The 
strategy to start a relationship between two countries by cooperating in some small specific 
fields (like for example for the coal and steel industry after the Second World War) was 
considered a prudent and progressive way to launch European integration.    
 
In his memoirs, Jean Monnet explains that it was precisely this pragmatic approach adapted to 
the circumstances, mixing functionalist and constructivist considerations that guided him and 
the rest of the founding fathers of the European integration process (Monnet, 1976). The 
construction of a new Europe Union had to begin from the bottom, enhancing first the economic 
and commercial cooperation, and only when these terrains had been consolidated, eventually 
start cooperating in fields more sensible for the national sovereignties - as the treaty of 
Amsterdam and the most recent Lisbon Treaty in 2007 did.  
 
One way to theorize the evolution of the European Schools is applying the same 
neofunctionalist vision that is used when explaining why the competences of the European 
Union have, with time, progressively expanded (see for instance Sandhotz and Stone Sweet, 
1998). The theory of the spill-over effect is based on the idea that once some competences were 
given to the European Communities, the Member States were rationally pushed to give and 
extend such competences in order to keep the efficiency and viability of the system, even if they 
were not necessarily driven by pro-European idealism. To put it briefly, some competences 
called for new ones. Within this theoretical framework European Schools have also reached 
over time a strong state of autonomy, consolidating themselves and attaining a situation where 
the system works per se and no longer depends exclusively on the will or degree of idealism of 
the national governments involved.  
 
Besides this eventual increase of supranational powers over the years, the Treaty of Amsterdam 
in 1992 also broke the historical conception in Europe that sovereignty was the monopoly of the 
States. Almost all the traditional regalia powers (such as Justice, Home Affairs, Monetary 
Policy, External Relations…) have started to be treated at some degree by the European Union. 
The Treaty of Amsterdam was one of the biggest shifts and changes for the European states 
since 1945. Despite this massive shift of power the visibility of the European Union has 
remained very low.  
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The European Union has become a political consolidated structure without citizens that feel 
attached to it. It is a system without the soul of any nation-state. It lacks the most important 
element in any political structure, which is the feeling of belonging by its members, and the 
recognition towards such structure.  
 
The most immediate consequence of this scenario is that were integration to go further, the 
European Union and any structure at the continental level would need to legitimise their 
initiatives. The Reform of 2009 and the opening up of the European Schools originate in this 
particular context and have to be understood also as part of the answer for a new way of 
conducting European politics.  
 
My main argument is that in such a context European Schools cannot be longer perceived as 
merely tools for the good functioning of the European Union. Part of the official rationale of the 
Reform of 2009 is based on the idea that the system needs to be re-adapted, not only because 
some elements could function more efficiently, but because there is a greater demand to share 
the possible ethical, pedagogical, linguistic, human, social and political advantages that 
European Schools have been implementing for the last 50 years (European Commission, 2004; 
European Parliament, 2011).  
 
In Shore and Finaldi (2005) words, the problem when studying European integration nowadays 
is increasingly directed towards the question of ‘how to elicit the active support of the citizens 
of Europe in whose name the EU justifies its existence?’ (Shore and Finaldi, 2005, p.24). In 
Swan’s words, ‘the aspiration to form or invent a European identity, (…), in and through 
European Schools, cannot be dismissed as mere rhetoric, but rather appears as education 
aligning itself with emergent action in response to the unfolding of European history’ (Swan, 
1996, p.28).  
 
Indeed, as Gray reminds, the Schools are ‘now subject to the same sorts of tensions and 
dilemmas as the European Union itself’ (Gray, 2003, p.325). In that sense the topic of the 
reform of the European Schools is part of a broader topic regarding the evolution of European 
integration. European Schools are a clear example of the increasing relevance of the discussion 
about political and democratic legitimacy at the European level.   
 
Related with this same issue, it is particularly relevant to note that the reform has opened the 
door to the debate about the pertinence of the current intergovernmental structure. I have argued 
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that this debate must be analysed from a double perspective. One hand as a reaction to the way 
the system is currently funded: European institutions contribute with more than 50% of the 
overall budget, but the power remains in the hands of an intergovernmental institution such as 
the Board of Governors. On the other hand, the debate about the nature of the system is part of a 
political fight where the European Parliament is playing a central role.  
 
The most illustrative step in that direction is the most recent resolution of the European 
Parliament of 27 September 2011, known by the name of its rapporteur, Jean-Marie Cavada 
(European Parliament, 2011). This resolution expresses for the first time the ambition of the 
European Parliament to change the nature of the system, and to bring it under the ‘umbrella’ of 
the European Union.  
 
The most critical points of the resolution are 11, 12 and 13. Point number 11 states very clearly 
that ‘the current intergovernmental legal status of the European Schools has reached its limits’ 
(ibid), and point 12 asks for the direct cooperation of the European Commission:  
12. [the European Parliament] Stresses the need to give the European Schools 
the foundation of an adequate legal base, within the EU’s area of competence, 
and hopes that the Commission’s Directorate General for Education and 
Culture, together with the Parliament’s Committee on Culture and Education 
can be involved in any discussions on the subject.   
 (ibid).  
 
Faced with this new debate the Board of Governors rejects the possibility of changing the nature 
of the system. In the document titled ‘Reflection on the Cavada Report’, published in 2012 by 
the Board of Governors as a response to the last European Parliament resolution (Board of 
Governors, 2012d), the ministers stated very clearly that the legal basis mentioned in the 
Cavada Report to bring the European Schools under the supranational umbrella is ‘completely 
out of the question’ (Board of Governors, 2012d, p.5). 
 
The idea that the reform is an example of the broader debate that is currently happening at the 
European level is also perceived in the pedagogical evolution of the system. Throughout the 
thesis I have argued that the reform of 2009 has been accompanied by new pedagogical 
developments. With the opening up of the system, the Board of Governors has undertaken a 
relevant reformulation of the pedagogical objectives within the system. 
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The document of reference is the ‘New structure for all syllabuses in the system of the European 
schools’ (Board of Governors, 2011b), approved by the Joint Teaching Committee the 9 and 10 
of February 2012. I have argued that this document illustrates the path that the European 
Schools are taking in terms of pedagogical development. The vision presented in this document 
is essential, offering a perspective of what is probably to come in the next years.  
 
The crucial section of the document reads as follows:  
The pupils of the European Schools are future citizens of Europe and the world. 
As such, they need a range of competences if they are to meet the challenges of 
a rapidly-changing world. In 2006 the European Council and European 
Parliament adopted a European Framework for Key Competences for Lifelong 
Learning. It identifies eight key competences which all individuals need for 
personal fulfilment and development, for active citizenship, for social inclusion 
and for employment: 1. communication in the mother tongue; 2. 
communication in foreign languages; 3. mathematical competence and basic 
competences in science and technology; 4. digital competence; 5. learning to 
learn; 6. social and civic competences; 7. sense of initiative and 
entrepreneurship; 8. cultural awareness and expression.  
The European Schools’ syllabuses seek to develop all of these key 
competences in the pupils. 
 (Board of Governors, 2011b, p.3).   
 
The pedagogical objectives of the European Schools are defined on the basis of the European 
Framework for Key Competences, as adopted by the European Institutions. I have argued that 
this development implies a major change for the system. It places the system already under the 
symbolic umbrella of the European Union.  
 
The new common structure in terms of pedagogy emphasizes the will to connect the European 
Schools with the educational policy of the European Union. Such a change means de facto that 
European Schools are the first educational system across Europe to structure their pedagogical 
curriculum in terms of the guidelines and the ‘voluntary’ framework adopted at the European 
level. From my perspective, such change originates from a totally innovative idea, which 
consists in imagining the European Schools system as the first educational system in Europe 
with a public vocation beyond the control of the member states. 
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On European Education  
Throughout Chapter Two of the thesis, I have examined the educational policy of the European 
Union. In theory European Communities are still ‘limited’ by the legal provisions of the 
Treaties in the field of education. Yet, in practice, the European Union has been developing a 
vast range of prerogatives and initiatives since the launch of the Lisbon Strategy in 2000. 
Member states are increasingly cooperating in the field of education through the so-called ‘open 
method of coordination’, which provides a non-binding structure for exchanging benchmarks 
and best practices. 
 
Throughout the thesis, I have discussed the limits of this approach by presenting the academic 
debate around the idea of European identity. Despite the fuzziness and complexity of the term 
‘European identity’, the EU is facing a deficit of legitimacy that calls for the reinforcement of 
some sort of mutual citizenship recognition between Europeans. 
 
Regarding this dilemma, I agree with Nóvoa (2002) who points out that Education is still a 
powerful myth. ‘It is extremely symptomatic that the two foundation stones of the mass 
schooling systems -the training of “efficient workers” and “good citizens” continue to be 
present in the European make-up’ (Nóvoa, 2002, p.131). 
 
It is interesting to describe how the academic literature discusses the potential models of 
European Citizenship Education. I consider that there is a clash between a more functionalist 
conception –which seems to be more in line with the current strategy of the European Union- 
and a more emotional one. The system of European Schools provides a valuable source of 
arguments for both cases.  
 
The limits of the Accreditation Procedure 
Throughout the thesis I have referred to the fact that accredited schools remain independent and 
autonomous after signing the accreditation agreement. The agreement with the Board of 
Governors only relates to pedagogical aspects, and not to the school administrative or financial 
issues. This point means that the accredited schools can be, in theory, quite different from each 
other.  
 
I argued that in terms of policy-making theory, the question is to know if the Board of 
Governors will be able to hold the monopoly of ‘European schooling’ in the near future. 
Equally challenging is the question of legitimacy. What reasons justify the power held by the 
Board of Governors regarding the notion of ‘European schooling’? What type of institution –
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supranational, intergovernmental, technical…- must orientate and elaborate the meaning and 
practices of so-called ‘European schooling’? This point is essential when understanding the 
current nature of the accreditation procedure. The opening up is based on a contractual basis 
between the Board of Governors and accredited schools.  
 
Throughout Chapter Five I also described the different documents that are used by the Board of 
Governors to assess the potential accredited schools. After examining such documents I 
concluded that the major part of the dossier focuses on the curriculum. It includes for example 
questions about how many languages sections will be opened, and the planned provisions of 
mother tongue teaching for pupils without their own language section. Significantly, the non-
curricular features of the European Schools that have been praised by parents and academics 
(such as the mixing of nationalities or the extracurricular activities within the whole system) are 
not included in the dossier of conformity. I emphasize that the only question devoted to the 
alleged ‘European’ essence of the system is located in the section on the ‘school development 
plan’.  
 
Regarding the differences between type II and type III European Schools, the former have been 
opening  at a fast pace, and some type II schools were already operating before even the official 
reform was signed in 2009. On the contrary, up to 2013, there is only one type III school 
officially operating (launched in September 2012). The only Member State that has embarked 
on setting up a European School type III is Germany, and the school is located in Bad Vilbel 
(near Frankfurt).  
 
The lack of interest of the member states in setting up type III schools particularly illustrative. 
Without the will of such member states, which are the actors with the power of initiative on this 
issue, the opening up will remain limited. Despite the rapid and consistent development of type 
II accredited schools, type III schools remain extremely limited to date. In terms of public 
perception, and when confronted with the political discourse, the type II European Schools are 
not completely open. They are connected with European institutions, and they have the 
obligation to give priority to children of category I. In that sense they promote the opening up of 
the system, but not as much as type II European Schools  – which do not have any relation 
whatsoever with European institutions.  
 
If the Reform is perceived as the mere expansion of a system that still focuses on children of 
category I, the process might fail in its political objectives. In that sense the system faces a 
dilemma. On one hand the reform has created the political opportunity of opening up the system 
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by shaping the steps of an accreditation procedure. But on the other, the system has not 
provided the necessary incentives for developing type III European Schools. 
 
This problem is even more emphasized by the current situation in type I European Schools. The 
Schools maintain their attractiveness –most of all in Brussels and Luxembourg- but at the same 
time they face important challenges in terms of language diversity, overcrowding and 
sociological homogeneity.  
 
The setting of new language sections is determined by a series of criteria. Without a minimum 
number of students from the same linguistic background, the creation of a language section is 
not justified. These criteria mean that in practice some of the Member States that integrated the 
EU with the enlargements of 2004, 2007 and 2013 don’t have their own language section. The 
parity of esteem between different cultural backgrounds is, in theory, jeopardized. In that sense 
the ideal principle of equality of esteem between all official languages is not easy to implement 
in practical terms. The four European Schools in Brussels show the complex equilibrium that 
needs to be achieved in order to maintain a certain degree of diversity and coherence within 
each school.  
 
Type I European Schools need to maintain a high degree of plurality and diversity regarding 
their offer of language sections. The current criteria are helpful in the sense that they are self-
fulfilling. If the minimum number of pupils required exists, then the system has to create the 
language section, irrespectively of which language it is. In that sense the diversity depends on 
the number of applications from pupils coming from different backgrounds. If the system 
continues to attract a certain number of pupils from all language and cultural backgrounds, then 
the demand will justify in itself the creation of the appropriate language sections. If the system 
fails to attract such a diverse group of users, then the offer will progressively diminish.  
 
In Chapter Six I argued that without the determination to keep a high degree of plurality in the 
pedagogical offer, the system might be reduced to the languages of French, German and 
English. In such context the unconscious link that currently exists in European Schools between 
the language diversity and the presence of a multicultural environment could be diluted.   
 
The second challenge for Type European Schools concerns the overcrowding of the schools 
located in Brussels.  
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The immediate consequence of the scarcity of places is that category III children are excluded 
from the system. This category of children only can attend a European School in function of the 
places available. The incapacity to accommodate other categories of children is providing strong 
arguments against the ‘sociological’ homogeneity within the Schools. My hypothesis is that the 
incapacity to solve a practical problem – the overcrowding in Brussels - is leading to a major 
issue of legitimacy and reputation – the maintenance of the system as a socially exclusive 
milieu. The political and social implications of such policy for the future of the system cannot 
be neglected.  
 
I have argued that the reform of 2009 was precisely implemented to ‘open up’ the system to 
other children than category I. The evolution of the European Schools is, in that sense, 
contradictory. While the system has started to open up outside the Belgian capital, in the type I 
European Schools the questions of the legitimacy of the whole system of admission has become 
more acute. 
 
This tendency is also emphasized by the fees’ policy. Children from category III have been 
subject to a continuous increase since the 1990s. As it currently stands, the evolution of the 
policy regarding fees for category III contradicts the supposed ‘public vocation’ of the system. 
Moreover, it widens the economic distinction between category I children (who do not pay any 
fees) and children classified as category I and II. 
 
Reputation 
The final concluding remark relates with the negative current image of the system. In Chapter 
Six I described how the press in the European Union (and more precisely the British press) 
rarely informs the public about the system of the European Schools. When it does, the image it 
conveys is clearly negative, portraying these establishments as politicised and elitist.  
 
In that context it is of particular interest to study the new initiatives that are currently being 
implemented to ameliorate such an image. These initiatives come directly from parents, 
lobbying associations and other external bodies of the Schools, but the reality is that the Board 
of Governors does not have a precise strategy regarding the way European Schools should 
communicate with the press and civil society.  
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2) FURTHER RESEARCH 
 
In the second part of the conclusion I explore some suggestions for potential further research 
regarding some of the central issues studied in the thesis.  
 
Is there a ‘European’ curriculum?  
The question of what makes these schools ‘European’ is a complex research topic. I argue that 
the literature does not offer a consensual definition of what ‘European’ exactly means in the 
context of education. The different sides of the debate are well illustrated in the literature when 
discussing possible models for European Citizenship Education.  
 
Some of the previous research about the assumed ‘European’ character of the system points to 
the critical role of two features of the system: its multilingualism, and its multicultural 
environment. I argue in this thesis that the latter is a consequence of the former. The 
fundamental feature of the system is the structure of ‘language sections’. The existence of such 
language sections, because they are intended for children with the same linguistic background, 
create de facto a plurality of nationalities within the same establishment. The multicultural 
sociological composition within the schools is, mostly, a result of its language policy. Without 
this policy, the multicultural element could be diluted.  
 
One way to approach the question of the ‘European’ character of the system would be to 
investigate the differences between a European School with fewer language sections, and one 
with a larger number of sections. What are the consequences of such variety for the perception 
of the children and staff? Are they more inclined to develop the basic principle of ‘parity of 
esteem’ between different cultures when the number of language sections is higher?  
 
Some of the academic studies that have been conducted until now regarding European schooling 
in the European Schools have insisted in the importance of the ‘non-curricular’ dimension (see 
for instance Savvides, 2006a, 2006b, 2009, 2009b). It would be pertinent to investigate further, 
and to detect if a higher presence of language sections – and therefore a higher multicultural 
background - exacerbates the development of some of the values at the core of the system.  
 
The new policy of setting up accredited schools means that an analysis of this ‘non-curricular’ 
dimension could be also useful between the classical schools, and the new ones. How 
multicultural are the new accredited schools? Is the Board of Governors committed to 
promoting and developing this ‘non-pedagogical’ dimension across the system?  
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In practical terms, the question of the ‘parity of esteem’ between cultures could be evaluated for 
example by studying the way in which children organize cultural and leisure activities; for 
example, the setting up of a ‘film club’. Which films would come out as ‘representative’ among 
a group of mixed European nationalities? How the films would be chosen?   
 
The activities that promote the organisation of political simulations are also particularly 
interesting regarding this issue. The simulation of the European Parliament that the system of 
European Schools organises every year might offer new material for the study of the political 
representations of the pupils. Are they merely copying the arguments and rationales of current 
politics, or on the contrary they are proposing a different representation of common and shared 
interests at the European level?    
 
Indeed, the hypothesis that these children develop specific values that are associated with the 
principle of the European integration process needs to be assessed with further practical 
examples.  
 
Another potential practical case is to study the specific class of European Hours. This class 
brings together pupils from different language sections. The class becomes one of the few where 
pupils from all cultural and linguistic backgrounds are put together. How do they manage to 
understand each other? What is the assessment made by the pupils regarding this particular 
course?  
 
In all cases I argue that the analysis of the European nature of the system calls for further 
research regarding the role played by the ‘sociological diversity’ of the schools. The initial 
hypothesis is that such diversity is an essential part of the learning process, and that it explains 
the European spirit officially promoted within the system. The hypothesis is that these schools 
can be considered European because they promote sociological interaction between different 
cultural backgrounds. Following such a hypothesis, the plurality of language sections could be 
fundamental.  
 
Building ‘identities’  
In consonance with the previous topic, I consider that European Schools offer potential 
elements for research regarding identity formation.  
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As stated in Chapter Three, the number of historical devices and practices that have been 
followed traditionally to foster a shared identity are often associated with three elements: a) 
symbolic events in history, identified to be shared as significant for the ‘nations’; b) iconic 
symbols of nationality (from maps to postage stamps); and c) enactive processes that encourage 
assimilation and participation in national activities (military, national language in educational 
systems, literature, ‘culture’…). (Ross, 2008).  
 
Significantly, none of these seem to apply to the intrinsic diversity and plurality of the European 
Union. Moreover, some of these tools might be simply outdated. I consider that the option of 
replicating national endeavours at the European level is nowadays discarded. The ‘construction’ 
of European citizens will have to be imagined differently.  
 
Regarding this issue it could be useful to explore the perception of pupils about themselves and 
the type of education they receive at European Schools. Since the setting up of the system in 
1957, only one questionnaire – titled ‘Ascolto’ - has been conducted among students (Swan, 
1996, p.35). New questionnaires could be prepared in order to get a more detailed account of 
pupils’ perceptions and their opinions regarding education and identity.  
 
Comparative study between European Schools and accredited schools 
Accredited schools are now a reality within the system. In less than 5 years 9 different schools 
have started the process of accreditation. This study has provided a detailed analysis of the 
process leading to the reform in 2009. I argue that many challenges lie ahead, and that the 
process has not fulfilled all its ambitions.  
 
The conclusions of the study could be followed by a detailed review of the differences and 
similarities between European Schools and accredited schools. The potential research 
opportunities from a comparative perspective are very rich. The success of the reform will 
depend on the degree of coherence within the whole system. Indeed, the official purpose of the 
opening up of the system is to spread and popularise European schooling. This can only be fully 
assessed after comparing the new schools with the traditional ones.   
 
Such an investigation could include comparisons in the main fields explored in my study: 
curriculum, ethos, pupil population, management, fees, reputation… In particular, I would be 
interested in assessing the cultural diversity within the new schools. I argue that such cultural 
diversity is what makes European Schools special. It is also the feature that previous researchers 
consider to be the basis of the European essence of the system.  
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The results of a comparative study of this nature should include an in-depth analysis of the 
current criteria for setting up new accredited schools. As explained in this thesis, the current 
system allows accredited schools to have some flexibility in terms of language policy, teachers’ 
recruitment, and curriculum content. What are the effects of this flexibility? How effective are 
the checks and balances in place regarding the coherence and the quality of the system?  
 
European policy-making  
The evolution of European Schools during the last 10 years shows that the topic has become 
part of a political and ideological debate. The institutional battle between the different actors 
involved is illustrative of the current relevance of the system. The European Parliament has 
been particularly persistent on the issue of competences and accountability. European Schools 
have become a topic that could be analysed from the angle of European policy-making, where 
there is a clear battle between a supranational vision of the system, and an intergovernmental 
one.  
 
This battle could be analysed as a case study regarding European integration. What are the 
factors that explain the increasing involvement of the European Union in the system of 
European Schools? What does that demonstrate regarding the different theories of European 
integration – functionalism, federalism, institutionalism, realism…?  
 
In terms of policy-making theory, the question is also to know if the Board of Governors will be 
able to hold the monopoly of ‘European schooling’ in the near future. More interestingly, the 
question of legitimacy could be posed at some point. What reasons justify the power held by the 
Board of Governors regarding the notion of ‘European schooling’? What type of institution –
supranational, intergovernmental, technical…- could be the most adequate for orientating and 
elaborating the content of the so-called ‘European schooling’?    
 
One last point regarding the study of European Schools as a case of European policy-making is 
that it would be particularly interesting to study in more detail the attitudes of specific member 
states towards the opening up of the system. In the present study I only quote two documents 
that give an idea about the position of each nation-state. Before making assumptions regarding 
the countries inclined to support politically the idea of developing and spreading ‘European 
Schooling’ I would have to study the national positions over a long period of time. The research 
methods that could be particular useful for exploring this question are the following two: 
exhaustive search and analysis of official documentation, as well as elite interviews. 
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European Schools and their environment 
There are two elements that could be potentially interesting for further study regarding the 
relation of European Schools to their environment. 
 
The first one regards reputation. As explained in the thesis, efforts have been made to create 
links between each European School and their local communities. Further research on this field 
could provide a more complete assessment regarding the benefits and weaknesses of such 
strategy. The reputation issue is central to the future development of the system. The objective 
behind the policy of opening up was, precisely, to popularise European schooling.  
 
Yet, the system faces an initial obstacle: its negative image in the press. What are the potential 
elements that could improve such image? What does that image tell us about the limits of the 
system? It is plausible to think that a system perceived as elitist can promote a new image of an 
educational system with a public vocation? In the present study I have only briefly described the 
image of European Schools in the press. This issue could be followed up by a more systematic 
review of the media in the last 20 years. 
 
The second potentially interesting topic for further study concerns the differences between 
European Schools and other international educational systems. This topic is particularly 
suggestive for the academic field of international education and transnational educational 
practices. In this thesis I have only briefly described the two features that parents associate with 
European Schools: the high degree of multilingualism, and the vocation to foster a European 
spirit among pupils.  
 
Such features are considered the main differences from other international educational systems. 
Yet, such assumption could benefit from an exhaustive study comparing European Schools with 
other systems such as International Schools, Lycée Français… etc. European Schools, despite 
all their specificities, offer a type of education that has, on the face of it, some similarities with 
other international educational systems. The study of the differences and similarities between 
the different types of transnational schools is a field offering increasing opportunities for 
research. 
 
*  * 
* 
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